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Tue ATTORNEY-GENERAL has promised to take the 
chair at the Fortieth Anniversary Dinner of the United 
Law Clerks’ Society, on the 8th of June. 





THE CAPTURE IN Parts of the Belgian woman Dix- 
blanc, who is charged with the murder of Madame 
Riel in Park-lane, has given rise tu the discussion of 
two questions—first, does the Extradition Treaty 
between Great Britain and France only extend to the 
surrender by Great Britain of offenders of French 
nationality, and to the surrender by France of only 
British offenders ; secondly, does there exist by inter- 
national law an obligation to surrender criminals irre- 
spective of Extradition Treaties? 

In the first place, there is nothing in the Treaty be- 
tween Great Britain and France to limit its extent to 
the subjects of the State claiming the surrender. The 
language of the Treaty binds the Governments of the 
two States to “deliver up to each other reciprocally any 
persons, except native subjects of the party upon whom 
the requisition may be made, who, being convicted or 
accused of any of the crimes hereinafter specified com- 
mitted within the jurisdiction of the requiring party, 
shall be found within the territories of the other party.” 
Therefore there is nothing in the Treaty which would 
have warranted the French Government in refusing to 
surrender Dixblanc. Whether the Belgian Government 
could have protested against the surrender of one of 
their subjects under a Treaty to which they are not 
parties is another question. They have entered no such 

rotest, nor do we think they could reasonably have 
Tae so, as, while upon French soil, Dixblanc was amen- 
able to the French law. 

The second question, although one of no practical im- 
portance, in this case is one of considerable interest, 
and one upon which a great deal has been written, 
with some conflict of authority. Sir Robert Phil- 
limore, in his “Commentaries upon International 
Law,” says, “the result of the consideration of the 
whole subject is that the extradition of criminals is a 
matter of comity, not of right, except in cases of special 
conviction.” Kent, after quoting Grotius, Vattel, and 
others, says, ‘‘the language of these authorities is 
clear and explicit. It is the duty of the Government 
to surrender up fugitives upon demand, after the ciyil 
magistrate shall oo ascertained the existence of 
reasonable grounds for the charge sufficient to put the 
accused on hia trial.” Then a subsidiary question is 
necessary—whether, assuming the latter proposition to 
be correct, which, we believe, it is, it extends to mala 
prohibita, or only to mala in se. That it covers mala in se, 
there is no doubt. Whether it extends to mala prohibita is 
more doubtful. In La parte Seott (9 B. & C, 446), which 
came before the Court of Queen’s Bench in 1829, Lord 
Tenterden said, ‘‘I am not indeed aware of any ease 
where the Government of a foreign country has inter- 
posed, in order that a person might be brought here on 





a charge of misdemeanour. In cases of felony I know it 
has been done. I have granted a warrant for the ap- 
prehension of the party accused.” Whatever may be the 
answer to this question, there is no doubt as to the de- 
sirability of having extradition treaties, to recognise and 
regulate the existence of the obligation to surrender 
fugitive criminals. 





A BILL is now before the House of Commons, in- 
tended “ for the protection of persons under twenty-one 
ears of age from the solicitations and frauds of money- 
enders.” The object of course is laudable, but the 
bill, which is backed by Mr. Mitchell Henry, Mr. 
Headlam, Mr. Scourfield, Mr. Gilpin, and Mr. Maguire, 
is not calculated to make a serviceable addition to the 
statute roll. It purports to render invitations to 
infants to borrow punishable as misdemeanours; and the 
terms of this provision are such that if two schoolboys 
were out for a walk, and one said, “I should like a - 
bun,” and the other replied, “I'll lend you a penny,” 
such proffer would render the latter liable toa fine of £20 
or one month’s imprisonment, besides a penalty of £10 
and costs of suit to any person choosing to sue for the 
same, All securities not so given for loans contracted 
upon any “ solicitation, request, suggestion, or offer,” 
are to be absolutely void, and any payment made by the 
infant in re payment of the loan may be recovered from 
the lender as money received to the infant’s use. There 
is indeed a saving clause providing that— 

“ Nothing in this Act shall (1) expose to any penalty 
any person making a loan to any infant, at the dona fide re- 
quest of the infant, without any solicitation, request, or 
suggestion to borrow, or offer to lend, made directly or indi- 
rectly by the lender to such infant; or (2) affect the 
validity of any bond, note, bill, or promise made or given to 
secure the repayment of such loan as aforesaid.” 

Imagine a Court setting itself to determine whether 
or no a suggestion to borrow or offer to lend had been 
made, directly or indirectly, by the lender to the infant. 
Such provisions as those in this bill would prevent 
legitimate advances from being made at fair interest, 
and would drive infants who really needed to borrow 
for proper purposes into the toils of the professional 
usurers, and the professional usurers would only add a 

er-centage to their usury in consideration of the bill. 

oreover, in spite of the stringency of the clause 
penalising solicitations, requests, or suggestions to 
borrow, it is not at all clear that the advertisements, 
which are one of the most objectionable features of the 
subject, are within the scope of the bill. 

We fear the evil is not open to any remedy in the 
direction taken by this bill. The Court of Chancery, 
as the matter now stands, interposes in behalf of infants’ 
contracts with usurers by setting aside the usurious 
contracts and reducing the amount to fair estimate. 
Probably, however, the introducers of this bill would 
say—that remedy comes too late, and that their object is 
not only to preserve the infant’s property, but to save 
himself from being sapped by the dissipation into which 
usury enables and tempts him to enter. If that be 
their view, there are two clauses of the bill which seem 
to us remarkably ill-calculated to promote the probity 
of infants. One of these enacts that— 

“ No person shall be held civilly or criminally liable for 
any fraudulent representation or false statement made or 
fraud committed by him during infancy in order to induce 
any person to enter to a contract with him.” 

The other proposes to abolish the reasonable rule 
of equity under which, though infants’ contracts 
are in general invalid, an infant wily enough to procure 
a contract by fraud is held to his bargain. 

The measure is open to many further objections, 
Amongst others it deals with forgery in a manner quite 
irrelevant to all considerations of infancy. But the 
chief objections to it may be summed up by saying that 
it attempts to deal with an admitted evil by means 
totally inappropriate, and which would only make the 
matter worse. 

25 
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THE SLow PROGREsS of the Ballot Bill in Committee 
has taken an exciting turn this week, in consequence 
of the divisions against the Government upon the 
question whether a man is or is not to be punished if 
he discloses which way he votes. Of course there can 
be no penalty on merely saying which way he votes, 
but the question now debated was whether or no he 
may do anything which will give certain information. 
This question between total and permissive secrecy was 
not raised by this or last year’s measure, a fact which 
was dwelt on with some sarcasm by those who ridiculed 
the Government for insisting on total secrecy now. The 
contention this week took place on an amendment 
moved by Mr. Leatham, and adopted by the Govern- 
ment, punishing the voter who wilfully displays his 
voting-paper so as to show for whom he votes. Mr. 
Vernon Harcourt proposed ‘‘ with corrupt intent,” in 
place of ‘‘ wilfully,” and beat the Government by 167 
to 166 ; and afterwards withdrawing his own amend- 
ment in order that Mr. Leatham’s might be put, Mr. 
Leatham’s amendment was decisively rejected by 274 to 
246. Out of doors this topic excites very little in- 
terest, the truth being that the country is extremely 
indifferent to the Ballot question: the Government 
have taken it up, but the country appears to care but 

ittle for it, one way or the other. 


WIEN DISCUSSING last week the question raised re- 
cently in the newspapers, of the authority attaching 
to Lord Cairns’ Albert Arbitration decisions, we ar- 
rived at the conclusion that those decisions are not to 
be regarded as binding authorities in courts of law or 
equity, but will probably, as a matter of fact, be cited 
by counsel and weighed by the Courts on account of 
the deference due to Lord Cairns’ reputation as a judge, 
at least, wherever they purport to proceed on settled 
rules of law or equity, and not upon that unfettered 
discretion which the Legislature entrusted to the Al- 
bert arbitrator. This is exactly verified by what took 
place in the Rolls Court on Tuesday in a case of the 
Lnglish Assurance Company (Holdich’s case). The ques- 
tion before the Master of the Rolls was as to the 
method to be adopted for valuation of running policies 
in the winding-up of a life assurance company. The 

eader will remember that in Lancaster's case (ante 
p. 103), under the Albert Arbitration, Lord Cairns de- 
clined to adopt the rule laid down by Sir W. M. James, 
when Vice-Chancellor, in Bell’s case (18 W. R. 688, 
L. R. 9 Eq. 706). Lord Cairns’ decision was cited in 
the case before Lord Romilly, and duly considered by 
his Lordship, who, after weighing the merits of both 
les, finally decided on adopting the rule in Bell's 





ule of valuation taken in Bell’s case was, that 
the measure of damage, that is, the sum for which the 
assured should prove, is the amount which another 
insurance office, resembling the defunct office as nearly 
as possible, would charge to re-assure the life; this 
Id be calculated by capitalising as an annuity the 
ence between the old and the new rates of pre- 
Lord Cairns, on the other hand,saw much 
al objection in the way of the re examination of 
, &c., upon the above method, and objected more- 
t to the evidence upon which the hypothetical new 
4% of premium would be computed as “opinion 
evidence” ofa very unsatisfactory kind: and the rule 
rhich he adopted in Lancaster's case was to take as 
ue ineasure of damage the difference betweeen the 
present value of the reversion in the sum assured, and 
the capitalised value of the “ pure premiums” (i.¢., the 
wreminms a6 divested of the * lealiee ” calculated for 
rorking expenses). Lord Romilly’s objection to Lord 
Cairn# rule was that it disregarded the alteration in 
the health of the aseured which might have super- 
vod since the policy was flected. This point Lord 
Coirns sens to have given up a4 incapable of bei 
satisfactorily provided for, and certainly there is muc, 





force in his reasoning, that it must be extremely diffi- 
cult to arrive by means of the usual evidence at a 
trustworthy estimate of what may have been the con- 
dition of health of the assured at a date, several months 
at _ very least, before the time when the inquiry is 
made. 

This question of valuation was recently discussed at 
a meeting of the Society of Actuaries, on the reading of 
a paper by Mr. Bunyon, the president, when some 
difference of opinion seems to have subsisted amongst 
the actuaries present. * 





THE PROPOSED SUPREME COURT OF APPEAL, 


As we have not yet seen a copy of the Bill for the 
creation of a Supreme Court of Appeal which has 
been laid upon the table of the House of Lords,+ we 
are unable to enter into any verbal criticism of 1ts con- 
tents, and it may very possibly be that its details may 
be capable of being readily and peyote adapted to 
the formation of such a Court as is really desirable; 
but, so far as we are enabled to judge by the state- 
ment made by the Lord Chancellor on Monday night, 
the principle of the bill will require to be completely 
altered. There are six points which seem to us essen- 
tial to the existence of a satisfactory Supreme Court 
of Appeal. It should be— 

1st. Single. 

2nd. Imperial. 

3rd. Constant. 

4th. Of weight corresponding to its authority. 

5th. Reasonably rapid in action ; and 

6th. Not prohibitory in point of expense. 

None of these conditions (except perhaps the 4th) 
are fulfilled by either of the existing Supreme Appel- 
late Courts, and in none of them (except perhaps 
the Ist) will the proposed new court be at all su- 
perior to those now existing. We say ‘“‘ perhaps 
the first’? because, although the new court is to 
be one in name, we very much doubt whether 
the proposed division of its members will not so 
work as to leave it twoin fact. The only improvye- 
ment on the existing arrangement in this respect 
suggested by the Lord Chancellor (valeat quantum) is 
to enable judges properly belonging to one division to 
sit in the other—i.c., its entire operation (as all the 
law lords are already members of the Judicial Com- 
mittee) will be to enable the Lords, if there should be 
less than three of them willing to sit in any particular 
case, to supplement their number pro hac vive by a 
Privy Councillor not a peer. That this would probably 
in the long run diminish the number of legal peerages 
is very probable; whether that would or not be 
beneficial may be at least doubtful; but that it would 
have any other practical effect we do not believe. If 
it be said that the proposition to pay such ex-Chan- 
cellors as will agree to sit continuously £1,000 a-year 
in addition to their pensions will secure a better 
attendance than the present system, the answer is that 
there is not now any difficulty in obtaining the ser- 
vices of law lords, nor has there, so far as we know, 
ever been any such difficulty from any cause other than 
the occasional non-existence of a sufficient number of 
such peers, a difficulty readily obyiable by the existing 
powers of the Crown. 

Passing from this to the second point above-men- 
tioned, it is obvious that the proposed Court will be 
even worse qualified in this respect than the existing 
ones. The House of Fords does, in a certain sense, re- 
present the whole United Kingdom, if not the whole 
empire, and though the law lords are for the a_i 
English judges only, yet such names as Redesdale, 
Plunket, Colonsay, and O’Hagan, aro sufficient to show 
that neither Ireland nor Scotland are altogether de- 





* Vide Report, ante, p. 251. 
At the time of our going to press the Bill was not obtain- 
able-—En, 8. J. 
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barred from direct recognition, The scheme in ques- 
tion ignores, as Lord Cairns pointed out, the claim of | 
Ireland and Scotland altogether, and proposes to sub- 
stitute a purely English Court—unless the proposal to 
allow learned but not judicial peers, intended ob- 
viously to meet such cases as Lord Devon or Lord 
Kingsdown, may he supposed, though not expressed, to 
include peers whose practice was at the Irish or Scotch 
bar. The colonies would be, as now, wholly unrepre- 
sented, and thus one of the principal defects in the ex- 
isting system remains entirely unprovided for. 

On the third and fourth points there is nothing in 
the new proposal to alter the existing duality of juris- 
diction, or to add any weight to the judgments of the 
Court not now possessed by those of the House of Lords 
and Judicial Committee respectively. 

It would at first sight appear as if, in the fifth respect, 
there would be a material improvement effected by the 
change. But a little reflection will show that this is 
not so. The existing constitution of the Judicial Com- 
mittee enables it to sit continuously if it pleases, and its 
judicial strength is sufficient to enable it.to do so. 
As, therefore, it does not appear that such continuous 
sittings are to be any more compulsory than they are 
at present, it does not seem that, in the Privy Council 
division, any improvement will be effected. In the 
House of Lords division, it is true, there will be nine 
months’ sittings at six days a week, instead of some- 
thing less than six months at four days ; but, as the 
Court of Appeal in Chancery already sits for all this 
time, and the new Court is to do all its work, as well 
as that of the Exchequer Chamber and the House of 
Lords, there will presumably be rather less than more 
celerity in the despatch of business effected by the 
change. 

Nor does it appear that the new Court will be so 
cheaply accessible as the Courts which it proposes to 
abolish, or, indeed, substantially cheaper than the House 
of Lords is at present. 

Further, we are strongly opposed, on principle, to the 
abolition of the Courts of intermediate appeal. We think 
such Courts extremely useful for the purpose of in- 
tercepting the cases, which are very numerous, where 
the parties are unwilling to be content with a single 
decision, and yet which are not of sufficient con- 
sequence to set in motion a court of the dignity and 
importance which ought to characterise a supreme court 
of appeal. Such an intermediate court will still be left 
in Ireland and Scotland, and it is not too much to say 
that its abolition in England would be seriously preju- 
dicial to the interests of justice. The great number of 
appeals to the Lords Justices, compared with the com- 
paratively small number of those which are carried to 
the House of Lords, is of itself sufficient to show that the 
proposed transfer of the jurisdiction of this Court will 
inevitably result either in the whole time of the Court 
of Appeal being taken up by chancery and bankruptcy 
alone, or in the enforced acquiescence of the suitors in 
a vast number of decisions which they have the right 
and the will, and ought to have the opportunity, of 
challenging with effect. 





COMING TO A NUISANCR. 


In the course of the recent trial at Kingston of the 
Queen V. Salmon for a nuisance at Bermondsey, the 
Lord Chief Justice is reported to haye said that “if 
people came to a nuisance they could not complain of 
it. Butif a nuisance came to a neighbourhoed it was 
not because there were other nuisances there already 
that therefore the other inhabitants could not complain 
of the additional nuisance introduced. No new 
nuisance could legally be set up near to ewisting houses.” 
Again, in his summing up, he is reported to have re- 
marked, “ Now as to the law of tho subject, no one had 
a right to come into an inhabited neighbourhood and 





‘cause foul and offensiyo effluyia,” &e, rom these 


and similar observations, we gather that itis the 
opinion of the Lord Chief Justice that no indictment 
would lie in the case where people have voluntarily 
come to the locality where the alleged nuisance exists ; 
that, in other words, the nuisance being first on the 
spot, those coming after have ‘‘ no right to complain.” 
Is that clear law? We think that the weight of au- 
thority is the other way. To begin with those autho- 
rities that may be cited in support of the Lord Chief 
Justices’ doctrine: Comyns in his Digest (action on 
the case for a nuisance, C.) says, ‘‘ An action does 
not lie for areasonable use of any right, though it be 
to the annoyance of another. As if a butcher, brewer, 
&c., use his trade in a convenient place, though it be 
to the annoyance of his neighbour.” For this he cites 
no case or other authority. In like manner, Blackstone 
(2 Com. 402) says, “If my neighbour makes a tan- 
yard so as to annoy and render less salubrious the air of 
my house or gardens, the law will furnish me with a 
remedy ; but if he is first in possession of the air, and 
T fix my habitation near him, the nuisance is of my 
own seeking, and may continue.” In Rew y. Cross 

C. & P. 483) Abbott, C.J., seems to have b 

gether of this opinion, for he says, “ If a certain 
trade is already established in a place remote from 
habitations and public roads, and persons afterwards 
come and build houses within the reach of its noxious 
effects, or if a public road be made so near to it that 
the carrying on of the trade becomes a nuisance to the 
persons using the road, in those cases the party would 
be entitled to continue his trade because his trade was 
legal before the erection of the houses in the one case, 
and the making of the road in the other.” So in 


Laurence v. Obee (3 Camp. 514), which was an action 
for a nuisance felt by the plaintiff only after he had 
made a window in the wall of his house through which 
the smell entered, Lord Ellenborough sai 
the plaintiff, having brouzht the nui -. 
himself by opening the window, had no right of 


‘* That 
upon 
ac- 
tion.” In this last case it is to be noted that the 
facts, as stated in the report, are quite consistent 
the supposition that the nuisance complained of was 
an axciext and therefore a legalised one ; but apart 
from that, the gist of the above dicta seems to be a re- 
cognition of an unlimited right on the part of some 
people to render the air offensive, provided that at the 
commencement of the alléged nuisance no one is in 
position to be injured by it. This is similar 
Roman doctrine of eccupatio, and the maxim 
cedit oceupanti would appear to apply. Stil’, we ven- 
ture to think that the proposition is opposed to common 
sense and to all principle. A right to pure, u 
air is as well-defined and protected by law as 
our more tangible rights of property. Now y 
spect to the latter, no easement is allowed to be 
except by the operation of time and a presumed grant; 
whereas, with respect to the former, if the above de- 
cisions be correct, simple veswpation on the part of the 
first comer is sufficient. But as it would be absurd 
to introduce in the case of air a principle and creation 
of law which is unknown in other easements—as a 
right of way or a right to water or light—we sho 

at once reject the doctrine, were It not for the high 
(and perhaps popular) authority by which it seems to 
be supported. ‘The matter, however, Is not left to ad- 
stract reasoning: for the current of modern decisions 
is clearly the other way. In Allietson ¥. Metian and 
Another (2 Scott, 174) 1t was pleaded in answer to a 
declaration complaining of a nuisance to the plaintit!'s 
dwelling-house arising from a manufactory of the de- 
fondants that the latter had been possessed of thei 
manufactory for ten years before the plaintit had ba- 
come possessed of his dwelling-house, and that from 
the time they had become so possessed they 
had always carried on their trade in the same way, 
and without let or hindrance on the part of the pre- 
vious owners or ocoupiers of the house ** now of the 
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plaintiff.” Upon demurrer the plea was held bad, 
**the Court intimating that the defendants should at 
least have alleged a holding of twenty years’ dura- 
tion.” Judgment accordingly for the plaintiff. This 
was followed by Bliss v. Hall (5 Scott, 500) where 
a plea similar to the above was pleaded to an 
action on the case for a nuisance occasioned by the 
defendant carrying on the business of a candlemaker. 
Upon this, Tindal, C.J., said, “That plea appears to 
me to afford no answer whatever in point of law to the 
charge in the declaration, which unquestionably is a 
nuisance. It may be that the plaintiff was the first 
occupier; but the plaintigy cane to his house with ald the 
rights appurtenant to it, one of which at common law isa 
right to wholesome and urtainted ar, unless the business 
which creates the nuivance has been carried on there for so 
great a length of time that the law will presume a grant 


From his neighbours in favour of the party who causes 


it.” In the same case, Park, J., remarked, “ Twenty 
years’ user would legalise the nuisance, but here 
the defendant alleges a user of three years.” (See also 
Flight vy. Thomas, 10 Ad. & E. 590.) One of the latest 
eases on the subject is that of Zipping vy. St. Helen’s 
Smeltixg Company (L. R. 1 Ch. Ap. 66). Here land 
was sold to the plaintiff in the neighbourhood of exist- 
ing copper-smelting works, of whose existence he had 
full notice when he became a purchaser. For injury 
done to this land by the smoke of the works he recovered 
judgment at law with substantial damages, and then 
filed his bill for aninjunction. Vice-Chancellor Wood 
“ held that the fact of the plaintiff having come to the 
nuisance, did not disentitle him to the aid of a court 
of equity,” and granted the injunction. This was 
affirmed on appeal. See also St. Helen’s Smelting 
Company ¥. Tipping (11 H. L. Cas. 642), and the re- 
marks of Pollock, CB., in Stockport Waterworks Com- 
pany v. Potter (7 H. & N. 165). There does indeed 
seem to haye been an opinion sometimes expressed, 
that indictment stood on a different footing, in this 
respect, from action or suit, and this may have been 
present to the Chief Justice’s mind; but on principle 
the sounder view seems to be that a party is not pre- 
cluded from indicting a nuisance, merely because he 
came to it and not it to him. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
STaTUs OF OFFICIAL LIQUIDATORS AS LITIGANTS., 
Re Contract Corporation, Gooch’s case, M.R., 20 W. RB. 


345 

In a procceding by an alleged contributory under the 
winding-up of a company to obtain relief from liability, 
the Lords Justices Tarner and Cairns, in 1867, held that 
the official liquidator was bound by the same rules as to 
answering questions and producing documents, and was 
entitled to the same privileges, as if a bill had been filed 
against the company, and he had been made a defendant 
for the purpose of discovery (He Barned’s Banking 
Company, Ez parte Contract Corporation, 15 W. R. 514, 
L. B. 2 Ch, 350). In other words, they viewed him as 
occupying an analogous position to that of the secretary 
or other public officer of a corporation, made a defendant 
for the purposes of discovery. Acting, no doubt, on this 
view, the Master of the Rolls, in Gooch’s case, decided 
that the official liquidator was bound to make 
the common affidavit as to documents in a proceed- 
ing by an alleged contributory, who disputed his liability 
to be placed either on list A or on list B. This decision 
Waa reversed on appeal, eo far as regards list B, The de- 
cision of the Lords Justices in Gooch'’s case in- 
trodnces the following important qualification of 
the general principle as it was thonght to be laid 
down in Ke Barned’s Bank, Ex parte Contract Corporation 
(mup.), namely, that that the principle there laid down is 


} only applicable where the litigation is between the com- 
pany and an outsider. Where, as in Re Barned’s Bank, 
Ex parte Contract Corporation (sup.), the question is as to 
the removal of a name from the A list, the liquidator is 
still bound to make the ordinary affidavitas to documents 
in the same manner and to the same extent as a secre- 
tary, or other public officer, ina suit against the com- 
pany. 

But where, as in Goovh’s case, the question is between 
members of the company, and therefore one in which the 
company has no concern, the official liquidator occupies 
the position of a receiver or manager in a partnership 
suit, and though bound to give the contending parties 
every facility in his power, he is not bound to give dis- 
covery asin the former case. In Gooch’s case the ques- 
tion was, what, if any, debts then existed which were con- 
tracted before Gooch transferred his shares, This was a 
question between a past member and other past members 
and particular creditors, It was a question in which the 
company, strictly speaking, had no concern, and there- 
fore the official liquidator was not compelled to give dis- 
covery. The real test is, whether if a bill were filed the 
official liquidator would be a proper party for the purpose 
of diseovery,. 

The chief value of this case lies in its admirable defini- 
tion of the duties of an official liquidator. 


BANKRUPTCY—FORFEITURE—ANNULMENT. 
Re Parnham’s Trusts, M.R., 20 W. R. 396. 

Clauses of forfeiture upon bankruptey are to be con- 
strued strictly. All the cases, according to Vice-Chancellor 
James in Trappes v. Meredith (18 W. R. 1017, L. R. 9 Eq. 
228), proceed upon this one broad principle, that the 
general intent of a gift of this kind is, that it is to be 
for the personal enjoyment of the legatee, and if that 
personal enjoyment is not to be had by reason of the 
bankruptcy, alienation, or any other act or omission by 
which the property would become vested in any other 
person or persons, the forfeiture takes effect ; but if not, 
it does not take effect. Although the annulment of an 
adjudication does not operate retrospectively, so as to 
place the bankrupt and his estate in the same position as 
if no adjudication had taken place (Smallcombe v. Olivier, 
| 13M. & W.77), yet upon the above principle, if the 

annulment take place before there is time for the pro- 
| perty to pass into other hands than those of the legatee, 
it will be held that no forfeiture has taken place. Thus 
in White v. Chitty (14 W. R. 366, L. R. 1 Eq. 372), where 
an estate was given to A., for life, with a clause of for- 
feiture upon bankruptcy, A. was a bankrupt at the testa- 
tor’s death, but he procured the bankruptcy to be 
annulled before the arrival of the next ensuing quarter- 
day, and before any rents were receivable; and it was 
held that the forfeiture contemplated by the testator had 
not occurred. Andin Lloyd v. Lloyd (15 W.R. Ch. Dig. 
42, L. R. 2 Eq. 722), a more striking case, where there 
was no clause of forfeiture upon bankruptcy, but if the 
legatee should by any act or default, or by operation of 
law, alien, &c., the gift was to be void; and the legatee 
was adjudicated bankrupt on his own petition, so that 
he might very fairly be said to have aliened his life in- 
terest by his own act, Vice-Chancellor Wood held that a 
forfeiture of the life estate, within the meaning of the 
clause in the will, bad not taken place, it appearing that 
the legatee had got the bankruptcy annulled without any 
steps being taken to realise the asscts; so that as the 
Vice-Chancellor put it, the bankruptcy was “ intercepted” 
before the property actually passed into other hands than 
those of the legatee. These cases were followed in 
Trappes v. Meredith (sup.), where the bankruptey was 
annulled before the first payment of the annuity given 
with a clause of forfeiture became due. In Re Parnham’s 
Trusts @ dividend accrued on the fund before the annul- 
ment, This distinguishes it from the oases already re- 
ferred to. It was immaterial that no other person 








claimed this dividend before the annulment. The fact 
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was that some other person became entitled to the 
dividend before the annulment, and that was sufficient 
to render the clause of forfeiture operative. 





COMMON LAW. 
LIABILITY OF ULTIMATE ASSIGNEE OF LEASE TO 
LESSEE. 

Moule v. Garrett, Ex. Ch. 20 W. R. 416, L. R. 7 Ex. 101. 

This important case, which has now been affirmed in 
the Court of Exchequer Chamber, decides that the ulti- 
mate assignee of a lease is liable to the original lessee 
for breaches of covenant committed during the tenancy 
of the former, and for which the lessee has been com- 
pelled to pay. The arguments in its fayour are, first, 
common sense and justice ; secondly, the legal principle 
that gives a right of action to one who has been com- 
pelled to pay a sum which another person was legally 
compellable to pay, where that other was the person 
benefitted by the contract containing the obligation thus 
discharged. The argument against it rests on a confusion 
between the person primarily liable to the creditor and 
the person primarily liable as between the two debtors. 
It is true that the plaintiff, the original lessee, paid the 
sums in question in discharge of his own liability, but it 
is equally true that the acceptor of an accommodation 
bill, or the joint maker, as surety, of a promissory note 
pays it in discharge of his own liability, but no one 
doubts he can recover over, It is clear, therefore, that 
there is nothing in that reason. But a distinction is 
made, that the plaintiff and defendant are not parties (as 
they would be in the case put, and as they were in 
Burnett v. Lynch, 5 B. & C. 589) to any common trans- 
action, But this is untrue ; the lease constitutes a con- 
tinuing estate and contract, to which (as in a bill of 
exchange, though in an inverse sense) each successive 
assignee becomes a privy and party. They become severally 
debtors under identically the same obligation. It does 
not seem difficult, under such circumstances, to imply an 
obligation on the part of the one who obtains all the 
benefit of the contract by which they are both bound, to 
re-ithburse the one who has to bear the burden, 





CoMPENSATION. 
Jones v. The Stanstead, Shefford, and Chambly Railway 
Company, P.C., 20 W. R. 417. 

The principal point in this case, whether, under the 
Canadian General Railway Act, companies can or cannot 
exercise their powers before making compensation for 
every interest in land which may be, not taken, but in- 
juriously affected, by the construction of their line, is 
not one which possesses any great interest for the 
English reader. It is sufficient to say, as to this point, 
that the Privy Council adopted the only view which was 
consistent with the practical working of the Act, in 
holding that, except as relates to lands taken, the exer- 
cise of these powers was not dependent on compensation 
being made beforehand; a similar distinction between 
the taking of lands and injuriously affecting them exists 
in the English law (see Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
section 89). But in order to admit of the question being 
raised, they had to consider whether the plaintiff, who 
sued the company as wrongdoers, was an owner of pro- 
perty which was injuriously affected within the mean- 
ing of the Canadian Acts, and as such entitled to 
compensation, Referring to Brand v, Hammersmith 
Railway Company, 18 W. R, 12, L, R. 4 H.L. 171, and 
City of Glasgow Railway Company v. Hunter, 19 W. BR. 
H. L. Dig. 16, L. R. 2 Sco, A. 78, their Lordships stated 
that “ the provisions of Canadian General Railway Acts 
appear to be substantially to the same effect as the 
English statutes, so far as regards the points there de- 
cided;” their decision, therefore, has a direct bearing upon 
English law. Now, the case before them was, in its cir- 
Cumstances, identical with that of Zhe Queen v. Cambrian 
Railway Company, 19 W. R. 1188, L. R. 6 Q. B, 422, 





where the Court held that the owner of a ferry was; 
within the meaning of the English Act, the owner of 
hereditaments injuriously affected by the construction of 
a railway which crossed the river at a short distance 
from his ferry. In commenting upon that case (15S. J. 
884) it was noticed that the decision was difficult to 
reconcile with the above-mentioned cases in the House 
of Lords; and the judges who took part in it evidently 
felt that this was so. The Privy Council neither assented 
to nor dissented from that decision; they only deferred 
to it so far as to proceed to the cardinal question of 
whether the plaintiff could maintain his action, assuming 
in his favour that the case of Queen v. Cambrian Rail- 
way Company was rightly determined. But in giving 
the case this qualified recognition, they clearly stated 
that the “construction” of the bridge could certainly 
not be held injuriously to affect the ferry. . ‘‘ If, hov- 
ever ” (they say), “ it be assumed, according to the appel- 
lant’s contention, that the case cited from the Court of 
Queen’s Bench was properly distinguished from the deci- 
sions in the House of Lords, and that the present case is 
within the principle of that distinction, their Lordships 
consider that it is not the construction of the railway 
bridge authorised by the statute, but the wse of it when 
constructed for the conveyance of traffic which injuriously 
affects the privilege of the appellant, and gives him, if 
at all, the right to compensation; and that in any view 
of this case he would have no such right unless he is 
able to establish loss of custom, in fact, by the making 
and use of the railway.” As far as the facts go, this 
would not be inconsistent with the decision of the 
Queen’s Bench; for there, in addition to the railway 
line, a footway was opened over the bridge, and not only 
that, but actual loss by the use of the bridge was proved. 
But in priuciple it appears irreconcileable with it, for if 
it is once established that it is only the wse of the bridge 
which gives ground for compensation, how is the effect 
of Brand vy. Hammersmith Railway Company to be 
avoided, which decided that injury resulting from use 
merely was not a ground for compensation ? 





CHARTEL-PARTY—PoRT TO BE NAMED BY CHARTERER, 
The ‘* Teutonia,” P.C., 20 W. R. 421. 

This important case has been elsewhere (ante, p. 422 
noticed in one of its aspects. Amongst the other points 
involved in it there is one which it will be well to draw 
attention to. The charterers had in the first instance 
directed the ship to a port which, as decided by the Privy 
Council, was in the event a port she was not under the 
charter-party bound to enter. The ship returned from 
that port to Dover, which was also a port within the 
limits of the charter-party. The charterers demanded 
delivery of the cargo at that port, but they contended 
that, the charter-party being for delivery at any port 
(within certain limits) which they might name, they had 
by naming the first port, which was at the time they 
named it an open port, exercised their option so as to make 
the charter-party read as if that port had been written 
into it as the port of delivery, and that the contract had 
thus, by the events which happened, become incarable of 
performance, and that they were therefore entitled to 
delivery of the cargo without payment of freight. The 
learned judge of the Admiralty Court got rid of the diffi- 
culty by holding them liable to pay a pro ratd freight ; 
but the Privy Council refused to consider the contract as 
having been thus rendered impossible of performance, 
and held that Dover being a port within the limits of the 
charter-party, and the charterers having required 
delivery there, the contract had been, in fact, performed, 
and the shipowner was therefore entitled to the charter- 
party freight, This seems an extremely reasovable view. 
The duty on the one side of naming a proper port, and 
on the other side of proceeding to it, may properly be 
held to be one entice thing, The difficulty may be 
suggested that if this idea is logically pursued, the 
charterer will in the result not have named a port 














pk amecada 








See 






5 Sacer caese 







yu 9 























ORES ORGAN TER PIE IEA BS SARs 3 a PSD 





















































432 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. April 20, 1872, 











within the meaning of the charter-party, and will thus, 
according to Ogden v. Graham (10 W. R. 77, 31L. J. Q. 
B. 26), have committed a breach of his implied contract 
todoso. But this is answered by the consideration that 
he is only bound to name the port within a reasonable 
time, and that by the events which have happened, the 
period of reasonable time has been extended, the port 
having been a proper one when he named it, and only 
becoming an improper one by subsequent events, The 
effect would be to make the naming of the port to this 
extent a provisional one. 

It may be observed that although in the Zeutonia the 
judgment of the Court below has been affirmed, the 
grounds of decision are in every respect different from 
those of the judgment appealed against. 








COURTS. 


THE ALBERT LIFE ASSURANCE 
ARBITRATION. * 
(Before Lord Carrns.) 
March 13.—Re the Western Life Assurance Society. 
Budden’s case. 

Life Assurance Company~ Amalgamation of Companies— 
Sli Policy-—Novation of Contract—Admission of 
Claim. 

O. insured his life in the W. Life Assurance Company, and 
assigned the policy to B., who gave notice of the assignment to the 
Company. Some time after the W. Company became amalgama- 
ted with the A. Life Assurance Company, but B. received no 
circular or notice respecting the amalgamation, He continued 
to pay his premiums at the same branch office as before, and 
some of the receipts were in this form: ‘* A, Life Assurance 
Company. Received, the premium for the renewal of the policy 
mentioned in the margin hereof,” and the policy was iden- 
tified in the margin. On the death of O., B. sent in his 
claim on the policy ts the A. Company, and it was ad- 
mitted by that company, but on the winding-up of both the com- 
panies shortly after, he claimed to be still entitled to be paid by 
the W. Company. 

Held, that.the claim and the adinission of the claim, connected 
with what had gone before, created a liability on the part of 
the A. Company, and terminated that of the W. Company. 

Semble, that the receipts of themselves were sufficient to pre- 
clude the policyholder from claiming against the W. Company. 

This was a claim against the Western Life Assurance 
Society in respect of a policy for £2,000 granted by the 
society on the life of Mr. Ord, on the 7th April, 1865. 

On the 11th April, 1865, the policy was assigned by Mr. 
Ord to Messrs. Budden & Jennings, and notice of the assign- 
ment was given by them to the society. 

In Jane, 1865, the Western Society became amalgamated 
with the Albert Life Assurance Company (see The Western 
Society's case, 16 8. J.143), but no circular or other notice of 
the amalgamation was ever received by Messrs. Budden & 
Jennings, and they alleged that they had never in any way 
heard of the amalgamation. They continued to pay their 
premiums at what had been the office of the Manchester 
branch of the Western Society, where the policy bad been 
effected. The first receipt after the amalgamation was an 
ordinary Western Society’s receipt, except that underneath 
the words “ Western Manchester and London Life Assur- 
— gs Sige stamped the words, “ Incorporated 
with the ife Assurance Company f . 
place, Pall Mall.” rial Be so 

On and after 24th October, 1866, the receipts were in the 
following form :— 

“ Albert Life Assurance Company, 
7, Waterloo-place, Pall Mall, London, 8.W. 
; Established 1838. 

“ Received this 24th day of October, 1866, the premium 
for the renewal of policy mentioned in the margin hercof, 
the amount of which premium and the period for which it is 
received are aleo mentioned in the margin, 

S. P. Bioper, Manager, 
; Per J. Bartow, Cashier.” 

And in the margin was “Receipt No. 73239; Policy 
No. 10527; sum assured £2,000, Life A. W. Ord; premium 


* Reported by Richard Marrack, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law 














£30 10s., extra £21 10s.; £51 10s. For six months from 7th 
October, 1866, Manchester branch.” 

Onthe 13th March, 1869, Ord, the “life ’’ assured, died, 
and shortly after Messrs. Budden & Jennings sent the fol- 
lowing letter to the Albert Company :— 

‘¢ To the Secretary of the Albert Life Assurance Company, 
Manchester. 

Sir,—In reply to your communication of the 25th March 
respecting policy No. 10527 on the life of A. W. Ord, under 
the peculiar circumstances of his death we are unable to fill 
up the special form apparently required by your company, 
being simply holders by assignment of the policy. We, 
however, hand you the enclosed documents, namely—l. 
Receipt for last payment of premium. 2. Certificate of 
baptism. 3. A document received from the Peninsular and 
Oriental Steam Navigation Company, embodying the cap- 
tain’s certificate of death, surgeon’s certificate of decease and 
cause of death, and usual certificate of burial at sea. We 
trust that these will be sufficient for you tu admit the 
claim, and advise us to that effect after your next board 
meeting.—Yours obediently. 

‘¢ BuppEN, Jenninas & Co.” 


This claim of Messrs, Budden & Jennings was admitted by 
the Albert. 

On the winding-up of the two companies at the end of 
1869, they urged that they were entitled to claim on the 
policy against the Western Society. 

Bristowe, Q.C., and Lawson, for Budden & Jennings, 
referred to Re Manchester and London Life Assurance and 
Loan Association, L. R. 9 Eq. 643, 5 Ch. 640; Re Family En- 
dowment Society, L. R. 5 Ch. 118; Griffith's case, 19 W. R. 
495, 6 Ch. 374, on the question of novation. 

[Lord Camns.—It is somewhat unfortunate, as I have had 
occasion to observe before, that the term novation has been 
used in cases on policies of assurance. The term may be 
proper enough in the case of the grant of an annuity. The 
term is borrowed from the Roman Law, and rather implies 
a condition of things which springs out of the person who 
has got one contract and has a right to insist upon it with- 
out more, undertaking or agreeing to substitute for it 
another contract, which is a new contract as regards the 
persons who are bound by it. All that may apply to the 
case of an annuity contract. In the case of a contract by 
policy of insurance, you have got the preliminary, the most 
important thing to consider, the act that is to be done by 
the person who holds the policy of insurance—namely, the 
paying the premiums. His contract, as an absolute con- 
tract, is only for the year or the half-year, as the case may 
be, covered by the premium he has paid. With respect 
to everything beyond that, the contract is conditional, and 
the sole foundation of his right is his paying the premium, 
and paying it to the proper person. It is not a question 
of novation, it is a question of fact, did he pay the premium 
to the right person ? | 

Bristowe.—The onus is on the society to show that a 
new contract was entered into by us with the Albert. We 
continued as before to pay our premiums to the person at 
Manchester appointed to receive them. 

{Lord Carens.—De facto the premium was paid to the 
Albert. There is no doubt the Albert took the money and 
intended to take it for their own benefit, not as agents 
for the Western. I am not speaking of what you thought 
or ought to have thought, but what was the fact. Beyond 
all doubt the money was not paid to any agent of the 
Western but to the Albert, and received by them in their 
own right. Your claim, therefore, against the Western 
must be of this character ; that they misled you into paying 
the wrong person, that they by representations or otherwise 
led you to think that you were paying the Western, whereas 
you were paying some other body, and that although the 
Western have not had your premiums they ought to be 
held liable to you for the effect of their misleading you into 
paying somebody else. } 

Bristowe.—When that different person incorporates the 
other, it cannot be said strictly to be a different person; it 
may be including that person, it may be more than the 
original person, but on the principle that the greater in- 
cludes the less, the less would be part of the greater: Dale’s 
case, 158. J. 886; Kennedy's case, 15 8.5, 729 ; Lancaster's 
case, 15 8. J. 748, were also referred to. 

[It was only at the conclusion of Mr. Bristowe’s argument 
that the letter of the 13th March, 1869, and the admission 
of the claim by the Albert were produced.] 
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Lord Carrns.—I do not regret that this case has been so 
fully argued, because the facts are slightly different from 
those that have occurred in the previous cases that have been 
before me. But it appears to me that there is nothing in 
the facts to take the case out of the class of claims against 
the Albert, and make it a claim against the Western. 

If the case were launched simply on the documents pro- 
duced at the end of the discussion, it would be free from 
doubt. Here are gentlemen, Messrs. Budden and Jennings, 
who claim to be entitled to a policy by assignment, and they 
commence their proceedings, after the death happens, by 
transmitting to the Albert the last receipt for the premium. 
That is-a receipt from the Albert Life Assurance Company, 
7, Waterloo-place, Pall Mall, acknowledging that there has 
been received for the renewal of a policy for six months, a cer- 
tain amount of premium, and signed by the manager of the 
Albert Company in Manchester by procuration. It is quite 
true that in the margin where the policy comes to be iden- 
tified the number is given and it is called W. policy (which 
of course means Western policy), No. 10527. That was 
quite a proper and natural way of identifying it, and was 
necessary to the transaction of the business, regard being 
had to the fact that in point of form a Western policy never 
had been given up and an Albert policy substituted. It is neces- 
sary to identify it in that way, because the policy number 
would prima facie have meant the number of the policy in 
the Albert. Messrs. Jennings and Co. send in that receipt 
with the formal proof of death to the Albert Company, and 
with this letter [His lordship read the letter, ante]. Any 
person reading those documents would say that that is the 
simplest possible transaction, it isa claim against the Albert, 
referring merely for identification to the original number of 
the policy, and dealing with the Albert, apparently in their 
own right, as to whether they would or would not be satis- 
fied with the evidence of death. On those materials, the 
claim was admitted by the Albert. All this occurred before 
the liquidation, and the right of action was perfectly clear 
and distinct in favour of Messrs. Budden, Jennings and Co., 
when the technical time had expired on the 30th of August, 
which would have been before the liquidation, to bring their 
action agairst the Albert. There would not have been a 
single word of defence. The Albert could not have justi- 
fied in that action and have said, It is not the Albert assets 
that are liable, but the Western assets ; this is an old Western 
policy ; the Western assets are different; our assets, gua Albert 
assets are not liable, and we defend the action on the ground 
that the Western have not got money to pay. The action 
would have been an =adelente one against the Albert. 

It is not rfecessary'to carry the case further, but I think 
it right also to say, after Mr. Bristowe’s most able argument, 
that finding the amount of knowledge which clearly existed 
in this case, an amount of knowledge communicated by the 
first receipt itself, that there had been the incorporation of 
the Western into the Albert, the Albert being the incorpo- 
rating company, and the Western being the incorporated 
company,—finding these receipts through a series of years, 
when the Western disappears except for the purpose of 
identifying the number and description of the policy, and the 
Albert is the office giving the receipt, I am unable to see 
how it is possible to put the case in a different form from 
that which it would have assumed if the same information, 
the same facts stated in that receipt, had been endorsed on 
the back of the policy. If, as I suggested to Mr. Bristowe, 
the Albert Company had put an endorsement on the policy 
saying, We, in consideration of having received the premium 
of so many pounds to induce us to renew what was originally 
a policy in the Western, agree to renew it for a year, it 
would appear to me to be clearly a liability of the Albert. I 
cannot see what difference it makes that the statement which 
I have supposed is made, not on the back of the policy, but 
on a separate and distinct form of receipt. 

I think, therefore, upon both grounds, the first of which 
alone would be sufficient, that this is a claim against the 
Albert, and must remain a claim against the Albert, 

I cannot help looking at it as an attempt to shift the 
claim from the quarter where it was originallly made to the 
other company, and therefore I must disallow the claim 
with costs. 

Solicitors, W. T, Manning; Redpath § Holdsworth. 








Mr. John Richard Collins, solicitor, of Bodmin, has been 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Perroner Epwarp Tuompson, barrister-at- - 
law, has been appointed a judge of the Liverpool County 

Court (Circuit No. 6), in succession to Mr. J. K. Blair, 

resigned. Mr. Thompson is a son of the late General 

Perronet Thompson, F.R.S.,a well-known politician, by his 

wife Ann Elizabeth, daughter of the Rev. Thomas Barker, of 

York. Mr. Thompson was educated at the Beverley Grammar 
School, and afterwards at Queen’s College, Cambridge, 

where he graduated B.A. in 1835. In 1838 he was called to 

the bar at Lincoln’s Inn, and joined the Northern Circuit, 

also attending the Yorkshire, Hull, and East Riding sessions, 

He was appointed Recorder of Scarborough on the Ist 
January last, in succession to the late Mr. Joseph Middle- 

ton, of Leeds. As Judge of Circuit No. 6, he will be the 

colleague of Mr. Serjeant Wheeler, and will hold courts at 
Liverpool, Ormskirk, and St. Helen’s. 


Mr, Joun Forstex, barrister-at-law, having resigned the 
office of a commissioner in lunacy, has been appointed by the 
Lord Chancellor to be an honorary and unpaid Commissioner 
in Lunacy, on the resignation of Colone] Morgan Clifford. 
Mr. Forster was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
January, 1843, and in 1855 was appointed to succeed Mr. 
Lutwidge as secretary to the Commissioners in Lunacy, on 
that gentleman becoming a commissioner. In 1861 Mr. 
Forster was appointed a member of the Lunacy Commission, 
his connection with which as a paid member he has just re- 
signed, 

Mr. Cuarres Parmer Purtutrs, barrister-at-law, has 
been appointed by the Lord Chancellor to be a Commis- 
sioner in Lunacy, on the resignation of Mr. John Forster. Mr. 
Phillips was educated at Christ Church, Oxford, where he 
graduated B.A. in 1843. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s [nn in January, 1846, and for some years practised 
at the equity bar. In 1865 be was appointed to succeed the 
Hon. W. C. Spring-Rice as secretary to the Commissioners 
in Lunacy, on that gentleman aceepting the office of 
registrar of the Court of Bankruptcy. Mr. Phillips pub- 
lished, in 1858, a treatise on the ‘* Law concerning Lunatics, 
Idiots, and Persons of Unsound Mind,’ and in 1863 he 
issued one on ‘* The Law of Copyright in Works of Litera- 
ture and Art, and in the Application of Designs, with the 
Statutes relating thereto.” ‘The salary of a Commissioner 
of Lunacy, to which office Mr. Phillipshas just been appointed 
is £1,500 per annum. 

Mr. ALFRED WALKER Simpson, barrister-at-law, of the 
Northern Circuit, has been appointed Recorder of Scar- 
borough, in succession to Mr. T. Perronet Thompson, who 
has become judge of the Liverpool County Court. Mr. 
Simpson was educated at Jesus College, Cambridge, where 
he graduated B.A.,in 1846 (a “double first”), and after- 
wards became a fellow of his college. He was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in 1849, and joined the Northera 
Circuit, attending also the Yorkshire, North Riding, York 
City, and Scarborough sessions, Mr. Simpson assumed the 
duties of Recorder of Searborough at the opening of the 
Quarter Sessions on the 16th April. 

Mr. Watter Georce Frayx PHIturore, barrister-at- 
law, has Leen appointed by the Bishop of Lincoln to be 
Chancellor of that diocese, in succession to Sir Travers 
Twiss, resigned. He is the only son of the Right Hon. Sir 
Robert J. Phillimore (Judge of the Admiralty Court, Judge 
Advocate-General, and Dean of Arches), by his wife 
Charlotte, third daughter of the late John Dennison, Esq., 
M.P., of Ossington Hall, Notts, and sister of the present 
Viscount Ossington. Mr. Phillimore was born in 1845; he 
was educated at Westminster School, and at Christchurch, 
Oxford ; he obtained a first-class Literis Humanioribus, 
and also gained the Vinerian law scholarship, He has also 
been secretary to his father, as Judge of the High Court 
of Admiralty, since his appointment to that office in 1867. 
Mr. Phillimore is the editor of a handbook on ‘Church 
Law,” and joint editor, with his father, of a revised im- 
pression of “ Burns's Ecclesiastical Law.” . 

Mr. Ropsrt Dawson Maynz, barrister-at-law, has been 
appointed Chief Magistrate of the settlement of Lagos, on 
the western coast of Alrica, Mr. Mayne was called to the 
bar at Lincoln's Inn in January, 1869. 

Mr, Roxsrt Artuve Warp, solicitor, of Maidenhead, 
Berks, has been elected Clerk to the magistrates of Great 





elected secretary to the Cunmeero charity in that borough, 
in the room of Mr. Bray, deceasod. 


Marlow (in the first division of the hundred of Desborough), 
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in succession to Mr. William Lakin Ward, deceased. Al- 
though of the same name, he was not related to the late 
clerk, whose period of office extended over thirty years. 

R. A. Ward was admitted in 1848, and is also 
clerk to the magistrates of the county of Berks, clerk to the 
magistrates of Maidenhead, and clerk to the commissioners 
of taxes at that place. At Great Marlow, the clerkship to 
the commissioners of taxes was also vacant by the death of 
Mr. W. L. Ward; but an alteration being eontemplated 
in the district, the election of a clerk to the commissioners 
was deferred. 


Mr. Marx Smatuprece, solicitor, of Guildford, has been 
appointed Clerk to the magistrates of that borough, in suc- 
cession to his cousin and late partner, Mr. W. H. Small- 
piece, deceased. The new clerk was certificated in 1834, and 
also holds the office of Town Clerk of Guildford ; he isa 
member ef the Incorporated Law Society, and of the Justices’ 
Clerks Society. 


Mr. Ricwarpv Henry Barrett, of Slough, Bucks, has 
been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner fcr taking the 
acknowledgments of deeds by married women in and 
for the county of Buckingham, alsoin and for the counties 
of Berks and Middlesex. 


Mr. Frepericx Tucker Aston, of the firm of Vandercom, 
Law, Hardy & Aston, of No. 23, Bush-lane, Cannon-street, 
has been appointed a London Commissioner to administer 
oaths in Chancery. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 
Tue Certiricate Dery. 
Sir,— Your correspondents need not, I think, waste their 
time, paper, and ink, and you your valuable space, in endea- 
vouring to obtain the repeal of this unjust (because unequal ) 


tax. The magnates of the profession (whose voices might ; 


have weight) care nothing for the impost; the smaller 
practitioners, who are the really aggrieved parties, are not 
noticed. I have heard it stated that such a tax tends to keep 
objectionable characters out of the profession; an absurd 
argument, I think, as the unscrupulous and ‘‘ sharp prac- 
tice” lawyer can soon recoup his outlay in this respect ; 
while his more conscientious brother avoids the business which 
may bring coin but certainly will not bring credit. When 
the profession was what it was years ago the tax was not so 
harsh ; but now that fees are pared down on every side, 
whole sourees of business (as agency) are half destroyed by 
the extended county courts jurisdiction, and Government 
actually competes with us in probate matters, neither Jaw 
nor equity can justify its continuance; at the same time it 
preduces so well that I do not even hope for its abolition. 
With all due submission I think your last correspondent 
does not hit the point; he might, on his grounds, argue 
that he should also pay no more Income-tax if his plea be 
admitted. The tax should be proportionate to gains if kept 
H. 


up. 
London, 13th April, 1872. 





ARTICLES oF CLERKSHIP. 


Sir,—By the recent statute articles of clerkship are not to 
be stamped after six months from the date of the deed, 
except upon payment of certain penalties. Will you, orcan 
either of your readers, inform me whether articles of clerk- 
ship can be stamped with the £30 duty any time within the 
six months without penalty? and if so, can you register the 
articles at the Queen’s Bench at any time? If not, when 
must they be registered’ The insertion of or an answer to 
this will confer a favour on, yours obediently, 

“A Soxiciror’s CLERK.” 











Mr. Lionel Oliver, of the Chancery bar, has been ap- 
pointed a magistrate for the county of Norfolk. 

The death is announced of Mr. Edward Williams Hasell, 
chairman of Quarter Sessions for Westmoreland and Cum- 
berland, who died at Dalemain, his seat in Cumberland, on 
the 7th inst., at the age of seventy-five years. Mr Hasell, 
who was a member of Oriel College, Oxford, studied for the 
bar after leaving Oxford, but was never called to the bar, 
though his legal knowledge was turned to good account in 
the positions to which he was subsequently preferred, 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


April 15.—Appellate Jurisdiction.—The Lord Chancellor 
moved: ‘That it is expedient that One Imperial Supreme 
Court of Appeal be established, which shall sit continuously 
for the hearing of all matters now heard by way of appeal 
before this House or before the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, and that the appellate jurisdiction of this 
House be transferred to such Supreme Court of Appeal.” 
His reason for moving this resolution, rather than proceed- 
ing at once to introduce the bill, was that he thought it more 
respectful that the jurisdiction of the House!should not be abo. 
lished by the bill before the whole subject had been submitted 
to their lordships’ careful consideration. If he could suppose 
that the transfer of jurisdiction in respect to appeals would 
weaken the authority of the House, he should hesitate for a 
long time indeed before he recommended any such proposal. But 
in reality their lordships never exercised as a body an appellate 
jurisdiction without such an amount of contest as tended to 
weaken the authority of the House, and a quarter of acentury 
since, in the case of Mr. O’Connell, their lordships as a body 
declined to exercise such jurisdiction. Men of great eminence 
in the law had been so struck with the anomalies of the 
appellate jurisdiction of this House that they declared 
it extremely unsatisfactory. Even in tle House. itself, 
at a time when opinion was not yet ripe for any 
measures of very extensive reform, there was a mis- 
giving that the system did not act so as to give satis- 
faction and inspire confidence. Within the last sixty years 
three committees had been appointed by this House to in- 
vestigate the subject of its appellate jurisdiction, with the 
view of seeing what could be done for its reform and im. 
provement, The first of those committees was appointed in 
1811, the next in 1823—both in the time of Lord Eldon, who 
occupied the woolsack—and the third in 1855. In respect 
of the members who composed it, the last was a very power- 
ful committee. But he would first briefly state in what way 
the appellate jurisdiction of this Tlouse attained to full and 
complete existence. The House had now, and had from a 
very early period, fuli jurisdiction in Writs of Error coming 
from the Common Law Courts, in respect of conclusions 
and decisions of these Courts, They also had, but froma 
very much later period, jurisdiction in cases brought by way 
of appeal from decisious of the Courts of Equity. Since the 
Union with Scotland, in which country there is not that 
division of Law and Equity which exists in England, the 
House had jurisdiction in respect of both branches, and 
since the Union with Ireland jurisdiction in appeals from 
the Irish Court of Chancery. This jurisdiction in Equity 
the House possessed for about 200 years, but not without 
contests. There were other matters in which they never 
had exercised jurisdiction—namely, in appeals from the 
Colonies, in appeals from the Admiralty, and in appeals 
from the Ecclesiastical Courts. Besides the appellate juris- 
diction, the House had wide jurisdiction not appellate, 
and with which neither the resolution, nor the bill 
would deal, Their lordships had, of course, jurisdiction 
respecting their own privileges and all that concerned them. 
They had a jurisdiction in respect of claims to peerages, and 
a criminal jurisdiction, if, unfortunately, a criminal charge 
should be made against any peer. ‘They had full juris- 
diction, also, in cases of impeachment brought by order of 
the other House. 1n such cases this House was a Court, in 
which high crimes and misdemeanours might be tried, The 
bill hereafter introdaced was confined entirely to the appel- 
late jurisdiction which this House exercised in respect of 
common law and equity in England, and of civil proceedings 
in Scotland, and algo to the appellate jurisdiction exercised 
by it in respect of cases arising in Ireland, ‘The jurisdiction 
in writs of error from the courts of common law dated 
from the beginning of the Norman rule in this country, when 
the Sovereign was regarded as the author of justice. Peti- 
tions from those who sought justice were addressed to the 
King, who arranged in the manner he thought best for hear- 
ing and deciding upon them. When Parliament was con- 
vened he had his peers, at other times he was surrounded 
by his great officers of state, whose assemblies afterwards 
branched off into courts of justice. There was the Aula 
Regis and the Concilium Regis, with officers which corres- 
ponded to the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief Justice, 





the latter being called the Chief Justiciary. ‘This system 
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of moving tribunals was continued up to the time of the 
Great Charter, but as it had been found inconvenient it was 
provided when the Great Charter was framed that there 
should be a stationary Court. Then the Court of Common 
Pleas branched off, but reference was made to the Peers, 
and no doubt in this way writs of error found their way to 
this House from the courts of common law. From the 
beginning of the reign of Edward I, down to the reign of 
Henry IV., the appellate jurisdiction continued to be 
exercised in the case of writs of error coming from the courts 
of common law ; but after that time there appeared to be 
a lull, caused by the Wars of the Roses, or forsome other 
reason. The records of the time did not show that any 
controversy arose as to what was and what was not within 
the jurisdiction of the Lords, but during the reign of 
Henry IV. this House repeatedly asserted its sole right to 
hear and decide on appeals. It protest-d against the sup- 
position that any right in respect of appeals was vested in 
the other House of Parliament. In the reign of James I. 
the Commons began to assert their privileges. The way in 
which they did so was not very satisfactory, nor was the 
action of the Lords very much more so. A Roman Catholic 
gentleman, Mr. Edward Floyd, was accused of having 
disparaged the Electress Palatine, daughter of the King, 
and the Commons took upon themselves to try him, order 
him to the pillory, and fine him £1,000, The House of Lords 
took offence, The Lords asserted that the jurisdiction lay 
with them, and not with the Commons, and they ordered 
Mr. Floyd to bz branded on the forehead, and fined £5,000. 
That was an attempt to establish an original jurisdiction in 
criminal cases, Lord St. Leonards had called attention to a 
case showing the difficulty the T.ords experienced when 
endeavouring to assert an original jurisdiction, and also an 
appellate jurisdiction respecting cases arising in the Court 
of Chancery, In the case oftwo gentlemen named Matthews 
there was an application to this House to exercise this 
double jurisdiction. ‘The Lords came to a singular resolu- 
tion, directing the Lord Keeper to apply to the King for the 
appointment of commissiouers to try the case, which 
resolution showed the doubts entertained by their lordships 
in respect of original jurisdiction and of appellate jurisdic. 
tion not arising on writ of error. In the time of Lord 
Keeper Williams there was a case which was interesting 
on somewhat similar grounds, In the time of the Long 
Parliament matters respecting the jurisdiction of their 
lordships went on in a very irregular way, and ultimately 
there arose the great case referred to by Hale. One Mr. 
Skinner complained of the East India Company in regard 
to an estate which he possessed in one of the East India 
islands, He made a singular claim to this House for relief 
which, if, it had been acceded to, would have established 
their lordships’ authority over every case arising in the 
colonies. Hale asked whether it could be supposed that any 
one came into the world imbued with the knowledge of the 
laws of this kingdom, or that the acquisition of a title of 
honour could inspire him with that knowledge. A case was 
decided in their lordships’ House in opposition to the opinions 
of all the judges of the time. The appellate jurisdiction of 
the House could not have continued to be exercised so long 
by the House as a body were it not that the opinions deli- 
vered were in reality those of very great lawyers. Those 
opinions were accepted because of the authority of the men 
from whom they proceeded. Certainly they did not derive 
additional weight from being the decisions of their lordships’ 
House. In the reign of Queen Anne a remarkable case arose. 
Proceedings were taken against a sheriff fur refusing to record 
a vote at an election of a member of Parliament. The case 
came before this House; but the House of Commons protested 
against the Lords pronouncing a decision as to who ought 
and who ought not to vote for a member of Parliament. 
After much discussion this House came to a decision on 
which the voting was 50 peers to 16, 13 peers out of the 16 
entering a protest against the House taking upon itself to 
come to a judgment founded on legal arguments, All those 
cases are collected in a note on Mr. O'Connell's case (2 H. 
L. Rep.) Before the case of O'Connell there was the case of 
the Bishop of London y. Fitch. The question was whether 
a general bond of resignation—one which did not specity the 
particular person in whose favour it was made—was a valid 
one. The Bishops addressed to the House arguments in 
which they stated that though certain propositions might be 


bond. The last time at which an attempt.was made to have 
the appellate jurisdiction of their lordships exercised by the 
House asa body, was on the occasion of the appeal in Mr. 
O’Connell’s case. That would have been a very dangerous 
repetition of the privilege. Some nuble lords expressed a 
readiness to vote who had not heard the arguments in the 
case, and others who had heard them but who were not 
learned in the law were desirous of taking the same course. 
A remonstrance having been made on the subject, they wisely 
resolved not to have anything to say to it, and they left the 
decision to the law lords. Since then it was idle to talk of 
the decisions of the House of Lords as the decisions of their 
lordships as a body. The decisions had been in reality 
those of a small committee of law lords, though called the 
decisions of the House of Lords. After describing 
the plan of having a couple of law lords in atten- 
dance to make up the quorum of three, and its absurdities, 
his lordship proceeded to the recommendation of the Com- 
mittee of 1855. After mentioning the difficulty of securing 
the attendance of peers at the hearing of appeals, the 
Committee spoke also of a second grievance, involved 
essentially in the very constitution of the tribunal, which, 
being constituted as the House of Peers, sits only while 
the House is sitting, viz.: that as the House usually site 
only from February to August, while the ordinary Courts 
of Law sit from November to Avgust, three months are 
lost with respect to the hearing of appeals. Lastly, came 
the question of the greater expense created by the present 
mode of hearing appeals as distinguished from that involved 
in the hearing of appeals in the courts below. The 
Committee recommended tha appointment of two deputy 
Speakers, receiving £6,000 a year each, with the addition 
of a Scottish law lord. That recommendation alone had been 
acted upon. There was another great difficulty in connection 
with this court. Their lordships were a Final Court of 
Appeal in all matters coming from England, Scotland, and 
Ireland, but they had no jurisdiction whatever over the 
Colonies, a number of which were regulated by purely 
English law ; and so from the separation inte two bodies of 
the appellate jurisdiction (‘Privy Council” and ‘* House 
of Lords,”) there was much risk of having two conflicting 
decisions which cannot be set right. The question was, 
how really to secure a Court of Appeal which should sit as a 
Court, which should be a real and not a sham Court, which 
should exercise jurisdiction by its members sitting, not as a 
Committee of this House, to whom they were supposed to be 
responsible, but to whom, in fact, they owed no responsi- 
bility whatever, which should take upon itself the whole 
responsibility, and sit, as other Courts did, throughout the 
whole legal year for the administration of justice. These ob- 
jects could best be carried out by constituting one great 
Court of Appeal, which shorfld comprise the jurisdiction of 
the Judicial Committee of tho Privy Council, and also of 
the House of Lords, and by that means there would be no 
possibility of conflict between the decisions of two co-ordi- 
nate Courts. He proposed that the Court should be formed 
in two divisions, but not with such strictness that the 
judges of one division cannot act in the other. The judges 
should have the power of migrating from one division to 
the other, the system of division being simply intended for 
convenience, and for the discharge of the ordinary business 
of the Court when circumstances might not require that there 
should be a meeting of the full Court. The next proposal 
was that one division should consist of all peers who have 
filled the office of Lord Chancellor or any high judicial office 
for a specified time, either in Great Britain or Ireland ; in- 
cluding also, in that division, all peers who had actually 
practised as barristers for a given number of years. There 
should likewise be a power to place in this division all Privy 
Councillors who are capable of being appointed on the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, if it should be 
thought fit. In the other division there should be the mem- 
bers now forming the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, and others to be selected, and there would be this 
important provision for securing attendance, namely, that 
in each division there should be not less than three and not 
more than five who should be paid £6,000 a year. Such a 
rovision would secure the attendance of those who would 
e bound at all times to attend to the duties of the Court. 
Moreover, lords who had filled the office of Lord Chancellor 
would receive a payment for attendance in addition to their 
pension, which should raiso their allowance to £6,000 a year 
—those over 70 years of age not being expected to attend. 





ne law, they were not founded on philosophy or on religion. 
3y 19 to 18 the House decided against the legality of the 





The Lord Chancellor would be at the head of the Court, and 
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the three chiefs of the common law courts would be mem- 
bers of it. A certain number of years’ service would be re- 
quired to entitle the members of the Court to a pension, 
but in other respects they would hold their appointments 
on the same footing as the judges of the common law 
courts hold theirs. He had endeavoured, but found it im- 
possible,‘to retain the present system of a report to the 
Judicial Committee of the House. The reason why he had 
introduced the clause requiring not less than three and not 
more than five, who should be paid for attendance, was this. 
There was considerable difference of opinion on the subject 
among the witnesses before the committee of 1855. Several 
expressed the opinion that three ought always to be the 
number ; many thought three not sufficient, and held 
that there ought to be five; and others, with whom he was 
inclined to agree, said that experience would be the best 
test in matters of this kind. Until experience, therefore, 
had decided, the hest course would be to secure the attend- 
ance of five. Another question arose in the evidence before 
the same committee as to the mode in which the judgment 
of the Court should be given, viz. : whether the judgment 
was to be that of the whole body without saying who 
joined in the decision, or whether judgment should be given 
by each judge. One important witness thought experience 
would be the best test in this matter also. He (the Lord 
Chancellor), reserved the decision on the point for determina- 


tion by the Court in the manner it should think most fit. 


Finally, the advantages of the system now proposed, were 
first, the continuous sitting of the Court from November 
to February, which would give three months additional in 
the year; secondly, the sitting, at least, for five days in 
the week. Perhaps Saturday could be devoted to preparing 
judgments. A further important reform would be effected 
by giving over to this same body the appellate jurisdiction 
of the Court of Chancery as it at present exists, and of the 
Exchequer Chamber. ‘That would prevent the great evil 
of two appeals, for it would be of essential service to the 
suitor to have but one appeal instead of two. Cases of 
the most ordinary description could not be lodged before 
the House without an expense of nearly £100. The actual 
fees of the House were only £23 or £24, but the preparation 
of the case was very costly, it being thought necessary to 
print $0 copies, for no earthly reason, at a cost of some 
£60 or £70. Now, a tenth of the sum that is now required 
to lodge the case would be much nearer the mark. Then 
this Court, which would sit continuously, would take appeals 
from the colonies, from Scotland and Ireland, and would 
decide once for all, thus avoiding all conflicting decisions. 
Their lordships had now the valuable assistance of a noble 
and learned lord from Scotland. The Master of the Rolls 
and ancther noble and learned Judge were members of the 
House, but their occupations in their respective Courts had 
made it impossible for either of them to hear appeals in their 
lordships’ house, since he himself had been Chancellor. It 
did not add to the strength of their position or to the dignity 
of the House of Peers, that the highest function which 
could be assigned to any body whatever of men should be 
exercised in that perfunctory manner in which it had been 
exercised in their lordships’ House. No decision of the 
the House of Lords for the last 25 years had been a deci- 
sion of more than five or seven of its members, He did 
not wish their lordships to come to a hasty conclusion 
with regard to the resolution. The subject was of grave 
importance, and required most pace consideration.— 
Lord Cairns said: The very large proposition which his noble 
and learned friend bad made required most carefal and 
dispassionate consideration. He was sure, he need not say 
for himself and every one of their lordships, that the ques- 
ticn of appellate jurisdiction was one upon which there should 
be no personal prejudice on the part of this House. But if 
ever there was 2 question on which they were bound to make 
& covenant, as it were, with their own personal inclinations, 
it was the question of appellate jurisdiction. He thought it 
improper to examine in tothe early history of this jurisdiction. 
It bad been as completely settled as the jurisdiction of any 
other Court in the country. Not one of the witnesses ex- 
amined before the committee advocated « transfer of that 
jurisdiction from this House, with the exception of Vice- 
Chancellor Malins, who thoughtit absolutely necessary that 
the House should sit for the convenience of suitors during the 
whole of the legal year. Other reasons urged against the 
jurisdiction were the difficulty of a quorum and the expense. 
The committee did not arrive at any decision on that matter. 

















English question. ‘The interests of England in this matter 
of the appellate jurisdiction of this House and of the Privy 
Council was very much less than those of the other parts 
of the Empire. If this House were to take only appeals 
from England, three or four weeks would dispose of them. 
But the House heard also appeals from Scotland and Ireland. 
The Scotch witnesses examined before the committee were 
unanimously in favour of the retention of the appellate 
jurisdiction of this House, and Lord Aberdeen remarked 
that, according to the Act of Union, there should under no 
circumstances be an appeal from Scotland to any court in 
Westminster Hall, Again, with regard to Ireland, there 
was a provision in the Act of Union that appeals and writs 
of error should lie to the House of Lords. The Lord Chan- 
cellor wished for only one appeal, but was it possible in the 
case of Scotland, Ireland, and the colonies, all of which 
an intermediate appeal at home, that their 
cases should be brought from the primary judges to the 
proposed Final Court? Considering that ninety-nine 
appeals never went further than the intermediate Court for 
every one which came to the Court of Final Appeal, that 
was absolutely impracticable. He understood, indeed, that 
it was proposed to abolish an intermediate appeal in 
England, but to retain it for Scotland, Ireland, and the 
colonies. At present the colonies, by their very constitution 
as colonies, had an appeal to the Queen in Council, which was 
disposed of on the advice of the Judicial Committee, and the 
were satisfied with that tribunal, which stood extremely high 
with them. The colonies took pride in the fact that they 
derived their law, not from an English court, but from the 
actual order of the sovereign in council, and to do away with 
that would destroy one of the links which most closely bound 
them to us. Was the jurisdiction of the Judicial Committee 
to be abolished without any consultation with the colonies, 
and without their having an opportunity of offering anopinion 
upon it? Until he saw the bill he would say — on 
the constitution of the proposed court. As far as he under 
stood, all the legal peers, with a number of other persons, 
the description of whom was only faintly indicated, and all 
the chiefs of all the courts, were to form one large committee. 
Whether that would a satisfactory course he would not now 
discuss, though he thought every objection to the pre- 
sent system could easily be remedied in the way pointed out 
by the committee. In the proposed court it would be 
impossible for the head of it to be other than the Lord Chan- 
cellor. But, for the Lord Chancellor to sit in such a court 
after the jurisdiction of that House was abolished, would in- 
volve a change, not only in the constitution of that House, but 
in the office of Lord Chancellor. He was anxious to cousider 
every part of the Lord Chancellor’s plan, and hoped their 
Lordships would arrive at a decision satisfactory and bene-- 
ficial to the country.—It was then arranged that the bill 
should be introduced next day, and the debate on the resoe 
lution adjourned to the day previous to the second reading. 
April 18.—The Union of Benefices Act Amendment Bill 
was read the second time, and, on the motion of Lord 
Chelmsford, referred to a select committee. 
The Bankruptcy (Ireland) and Debtors { Ireland) Bills were, 
on the motion of the Marquis of Clanricarde, seconded by 
Lord Westbury, referred to a select committee. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

April 12.—Intervention Treaty Obligations, —Sir W. Law- 
son moved that a humble address be presented to her Ma- 
jesty praying that she will be graciously pleased to take the 
needful steps for withdrawing from all treaties binding this 
country to intervene by force of arms in the affairs of other 
nations,—Mr. Rylands seconded the motion.—Mr. Sinclair 
Aytoun thought the resolution unnecessary, because taxation 
for war expenses could only be levied by Parliament, No 
treaty which involved war expenditure should be valid with- 
out the sanction of Parliament.—Mr. Cartwright and Mr. 
Gladstone opposed the motion, which was negatived by 126 
to 21. 

The International Society—Mr. Baillie Cochrane called 
attention to this Society, and moved for papers. He illus- 
trated the “‘ infernal programme” of the society by extracts 
from its publications, and called on the Government for 
some declaration that impunity should not be accorded to 
all this ——Mr. Eastwick urged that if the Internationalists re- 
ceived an asylum here they were bound to respect our laws, 
and to refrain from proceedings which might involve us in 





We were too much in the habit of thinking this merely an 





difficultics with other countrics.—Mr. Fawcett said the aims 
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of the International might be classed as ‘* political” 
and ‘‘social,” the latter of which were the more important. 
No Government would go beyond the law to put down mere 

litical opinions. The Internationalists should be punished 
if they had offended against the law by the publication of 
obscene documents or otherwise. But the social and cco- 
nomical ideas which lay at the foundation of the society 
were dangerous if not met—and they should be met, not by 
suppression, which would give them a factitious importance, 
but by reason and arguments, The working classes, hayv- 
ing lost faith in old remedies, now looked to State help for 
everything. ‘The hon. member proceeded to argue that the 
nationalisation of land, gratuitous education by the State, 
State loans to co-operative societies, and other fallacies of 
the International, would aggravate the evils which the In- 
ternationalists complained of.—Mr. Bruce held that it 
would be very unwise to combat these opinions by repres- 
sive measures ; and, so far as he was aware, the Interna- 
tionalists had done nothing in this country to bring them- 
selves within the law —The subject then dropped. 

The Parliamentary and Municipal Elections (Ballot Bill). 
—Adjourned Committee.—(Clause 3. Defining offences 
and prescribing punishment.)—The House resumed the con- 
sideration of Mr. Leatham’s proposal to inflict two years’ 
imprisonment on voters wilfully exhibiting their ballot- 
papers,and the Solicitor-General’s proposal tomake the offence 
consist in disclosing the candidate in whose favour the 
paper had (or not) been marked.—Mr. Leatham now pro- 
posed to withdraw his amendment and bring up another on 
the report, mitigating the punishment to three months’ im- 
prisonment.—A. lengthy discussion took place on this, and 
ultimately, after various amendments by Mr. C. Bentinck 
had been rejected, the Solicitor-General’s amendment and 
Mr. Leatham’s were both negatived without a division.— 
Mr. C. Bentinck moved to omit the sub-section which penal- 
ised with two years’ imprisonment the putting into the 
ballot-box of any paper but the proper ballot-paper.— 
Negatived, after some discussion, by 142 to 102.—Mr. Ser- 
jeant Simon thought care should be taken so to word the 
clause that persons who innocently put into the box papers 
which were not ballot-papers should not be liable to 
punishment, The persons to be punished should only be 
those who fraudulently placed improper papers in the boxes, 
in order, if possible, to have corrupt votes recorded.—Mr. 
W.E. Forster accepted the suggestion, and would take care 
that an amendment for the purpose should-be brought up in 
the report. 

Juries, —The Attorney-General introduced a bill. 

April 15.—The Parliamentary and Municipal Elections 
(Ballot) Bill.—Adjourned Committee, clause 3.—Mr. C. Ben- 
tinck proposed to omit a sub-section, which makes it an 
offence to take a ballot-paper out of the polling station without 
due authority ; this proposal was negatived by 203 to 152. 
—Mr. West proposed to reduce the punishment from two 
years to six months. After a long discussion, Mr. Forster 
admitted that it might be advisable to try the experiment 
with six months.—Mr, M’Carthy Downing suggested 
twelve months, but that was negatived by 123 to 34, and 
six months was then substituted for two years.—At the end 
of the clause, Mr. Forster, carrying out a previous 
engagement with Serjeant Simon, added a proviso that 
the putting into the ballot-box anything but the ballot- 
paper, or the carrying away of a ballot-paper, must be done 
fraudulently to constitute an offence, and clause 3 was then 
agreed to.—Clause 4 (provisions against tho infringement 
of secresy), underwent a minute verbal criticism. A 
proposal by Mr. Cawley to omit the prohibition against 
giving any information during the poll as to who has or has 
not voted, was rejected by 185 to 111—On Mr. Leatham’s 
motion, the prohibition was extended to making known the 
number on the register of voters who have polled.—An 
amendment by Mr. C. Bentinck, designed to permit the 
illiterate or nervous elector to have assistance while filling 
w the jones was rejected by 223 to 145.—Mr. 

orster consented, at the instanco of Mr, Staveley Hill, to 
omit looking over a voter from tho list of penal offences.— 
Mr, Charley next proposed to limit to the hours of polling 
the prohibition against disclosing information gained in the 

lling-booth as to any vote; negatived by 223 to 147.—Mr. 
am next renewed his proposal to make it an offence 
punishable with three months’ imprisonment for any voter 
wilfully to display a ballot-pupor so as to prove for whom 
he has voted.—Mr. V. Harcourt, Lord Bury, Sir H. Hoare, 
and Mr, Fawcett, argued that it was an unboarablo novelty 





and an unnecessary piece of tyranny to compel a man to 
vote in secret if he did not wish, and to treat the exposure 
of his ballot-paper as a crime.—Mr. Harcourt proposed to 
substitute ‘‘ with corrupt intent” for ‘ wilfully.”—On the 
other hand, Mr. Forster argued that the Ballot being for the 
repression of bribery and intimidation, is useless if an elector 
has the means of proving how he has voted.—On a division 
the word ‘‘ wilfully” was struck out by 167 to 166, but 
before Mr. V. Harcourt’s substitution was put, progress was 
reported. 

Distraint on Railway Rolling Stock—Mr, Muntz obtained 
leave to introduce a bill to protect railway rolling stock 
from distraint when on hire. ; 

Crossing of Bank-notes.—Sir J. Lubbock introduced a bill 
to make provision for the crossing of bank-notes. The 
object of the measure was to provide that all bank-notes 
might be crossed to a particular bank if the holder chose to 
do so, in which case they would cease to be a legal tender, 
and the Bank of England would only pay them to the bank 
n whose favour they were crossed. 

April 17.—Spirituous Liquors (Retail) Bill—Sir H. 
Selwin-Ibbetson moved the second reading of this his 
Licensing Bill. The Government scheme in the House of 
Lords bore considerable resemblance to his own offspring ; 
but it was the likeness of a stolen child that had passed 
a week in a gipsy camp—its outward garb was altered and 
its manner deteriorated. He disapproved the provisions as 
to the hours of closing and the licensing authorities in the 
Government scheme and objected to the bills of Sir 
W. Lawson and Sir R. Anstruther because of the 
reaction which would follow such violent change—Mr. 
Headlam seconded the motion.—Sir R. Anstruther opposed 
it, arguing in favour of his own (Intoxicating Liquors Laws 
Amendment) Bill, especially in point of local control ovcr 
licensing, a principle which he reproached Mr. Bruce fcr 
abandoning.—Mr Pease took the same ground.—Mr, Head- 
lam advised the House to read the bill the second time, and 
make it the basis of legislation combined with the Govern- 
ment measure.—Mr. Graves gave the same advice, because 
legislation was necessary ; but he apprehended it must take 
place on the Government bill—Mr. Trevelyan opposed the 
bill as affording no grounds for legislation.—Dr. Brewer 
argued for reducing the number of public-houses.— 
Mr. Watney and Mr. Greene supported the bill—Mr. 
Bruce argued against it, but suggested an ad- 
journment of the debate till the Government measure 
should come down from the other House.—Sir H. Selwin- 
Ibbetson offered to hold his bill over till the Government 
bill came down, provided his bill were read the second time.— 
Mr. Bruce oil not agree to this.—-Mr. Hardy argued that 
the bill offered as many facilities for limiting the number of 
public-houses and for improving the licensing authority as 
the Government bill. The magistrates were the best judges 
in licensing matters, and an appeal might be dispensed with. 
The question ought to be dealt with at once, and the bill 
afforded ample materials for a satisfactory settlement, 
though it needed additions.—Ultimately the debate stood 
adjourned at a quarter to six, by the rules of the House. 

The Charitable Trustees Incorporation Bill passed through 
committee. 

April 18.—The Parliamentary and Municipal Elections 
(Ballot) Bill,—Adjourned Committee.—Clause 4 (offences) 
resumed.—Mr. Forster said the Government could not 
accept Mr. V. Harcourt’s substitution of “ with corrupt in- 
tent’’ for ‘‘ wilfully,” which would nullify Mr. Leatham’s 

roposal. Mr. Harcourt’s amendment would undo all that 
had been done in the bill hitherto to secure secrecy.—Mr, 
Harcourt said in that case not only had the Government in- 
troduced the bill this year without any provision of the sort, 
but the House had last year passed a bill without it. The 
true theory of the Ballot was that every man should 
vote freely, and should not be compelled either to 
vote openly or vote secretly. To the objection 
drawn from the facility of intimidation he replied by 
dwelling on the absurdity of punishing the intimidated in- 
stead of the intimidator.—Mr. Leatham, in reply to Mr. Har- 
court, said that the friends of the Ballot had allowed this safe- 
oo to be omitted last year because they wanted a Ballot 

ill of some sort passed, whatever it might be.—Their 


amendment would virtually legalise open voting —Sir G. 
Grey and Mr. Childers objected to the penalty, and held that 
the general declaration of secrecy required from all con- 
cerned would be sufficient. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPURTER. April 20, 1782. 








Mr. H. James preferred open voting to permissive secrecy, 
which would be the ruin of the Ballot.—Mr. Bouverie and 
Mr. Gilpin refused to treat the man who showed his votin 
paper as acriminal.—Mr. Chaplin, Mr. Goldney, Mr. 8. 
Hill,and Mr. C. Denison also opposed the proposal, and Mr, V. 
Harcourt, at Sir G. Grey’s suggestion, withdrew his amend- 
ment in order that the Division might be taken on Mr. 


Leatham’s Amendment.—Mr Gladstone said all the Clausa ; 


meant was that a man shall not show his paper with the ob- 
ject of making his vote known. There was no prohibition 


against a man declaring how he meant to vote or how he | 


had voted ; without some such security for complete secrecy, 
the object of the Ballot would be entirely destroyed. On a 
division, Mr. Leatham’s proposal was rejected by 274 to 246. 
—Mr. Bernal Osborne asked whether, after this defeat, the 
Government meant to go on with the measure.—Amid much 
confusion, Mr. Gladstone said that though the measure had re- 
ceived a serious blow by the division, it was not the duty 
of the Government to abandon it. If the security just 
rejected proved to be needed, it would, no doubt, be supplied 
by subsequent legislation.—Mr. Harcourt moved an amend- 
ment, subjecting to three months’ imprisonment any person 
who, by the exercise of undue influence, shall induce a voter 
to display his ballot-paper—thus transferring the punishment 
from the intimidated to the intimidator.—Mr. Forster as- 
sented to it on condition that the qualification of undue in- 
fluence were omitted, and Mr. Harcourt agreeing, the 
amendment was carried by 153 to 87.—Mr. Seymour pro. 
posed that where the ballot-paper is displayed the vote shall 
be forfeited, but on Mr. Forster pointing out that this would 
place the election in the hands of the returaing officer, he 
withdrew the amendment, 

A proposal by Mr. Corrance to increase the penalties 
under the bill from three months to six having been carried, 
with the assent of the Government, by 121 to 48, clause 4 
was agreed to. 

_ Clause 5 (divisions of counties and boroughs into polling 
districts).—A proposal by Sir M. Hicks Beach that all these 
arrangements shall be made before November next, so that 
if the bill passes all may be in readiness for a general elec- 
tion next year, was objected to by Mr. Forster, and nega- 
tived by 108 to 158—Mr. Heygate proposed that there 
shall be a pelling place in counties within two miles of 
every voter, instead of four, as the clause requires. Nega- 
tived by 245 to 193.—Mr. C. Bentinck moved to amend the 
clause so as to make the division of boroughs into polling dis- 
tricts compulsory instead of optional. 
to 108.—Progress was then reported. 

The Royal Parks and Gardens Bill—Mr. E. Smith op- 
posed the third reading; but Mr. Harcourt, Mr. Rylands, 
and Mr. M’Laren, who had originally opposed the bill, de, 
clined to carry their opposition further after the concession- 
made by the Government, and the ttird reading was carries 
by 114 to 19. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW 
ASSOCIATION. 


Proceedings at the twenty-fifth annual general meeting, | 


held at the Incorporated Law Society’s Hall, on Wed- 

nesday, April, 17th 1872, Mr. J. A. Rose in the chair. 

The Secretary read the report and annual balance-sheet. 

Resolved—1. On the motion of the chairman, * That the 
report of the Committee of Management be adopted, and 
that it be printed and circulated in the usual way.” 

tesolved—2. On the motion of Mr. C. Francis, of Cam- 
bridge, seconded by Mr. H. W. Hooper, of Exeter, “That 
the cordial thanks of the Association be presented to the 
Committee of Management for their labours during the past 
year. 

Resolved—3. On the motion of Mr. Francis, of Cambridge, 
seconded by Mr. Hooper, of Exeter, “ That the following 
members of the association be elected chairman, deputy 
chairman, and members of the Committee of Management 
for the ensuing year—viz., Chairman—Mr. J. Anderson 
Rose. Deputy-chairmen, Mr. C. Pidcock, of Worcester; 
Mr. J. M. Clabon. Metropolitan Solicitors— Messrs. J. 
Beaumont, E. Bromley, E. F. Burton, J. M. Clabon, T. P. 
Cobb, W. S&. Cookson, W. Crossman, J.G. Dobinson, Charles 
Druce, H. J. Francis, A. Hemsley, John Hopgood, J. Kendall, 
T. Kennedy, J. Kingsford, C. E. Lewis, 7 B. Monckton, 
C. H. Lovell, F. BR. Parker, J. A. Rose, W. Shaen, 


' William Henry Moss, R. Wells, Hull; 


Negatived by 216 


. M.A., Sidney Smith, C. F. Tagart, J. S. Torr, C. R. 
| Williams, Stephen Williams, John Young. 
, Solicitors—Messrs. E. T. Payne, Bath; E. J. Hayes, G. J. 
’ Johnson, L. P. Rowley, Arthur Ryland, Birmingham; G, 


Provincial 


P. Hill, Brighton; A. Cox, L. Fry, H. S. Wasbrough, 
Bristol; T, Wilkinson, H. T, Sankey, Canterbury; John 
Nanson, Carlisle; ‘. Coombs, Dorchester; Herbert New, 
Evesham; H. W. Hooper, Exeter; R. T. Brockman. Folke- 
stone; John W. Burrup, Geo. Whitcombe, Gloucester ; 
8. B. Jackaman, 
Ipswich ; H. Saunders, Kidderminster; John Sharp, Lan. 
caster; A. S. Field, Leamington; Robert Barr, John 
Bulmer, T’. Marshall, H. Nelson, Leeds; R. B. Berridge, 
T. Ingram, W. N. Reeve, 8. Stone, G. Toller, Leicester ; T. 
Avison, E. Banner, R. A. Payne, W. Radcliffe, J. Rayner, 
F. D, Lowndes, Liverpool; J. Case, Maidstone ; J. P. Aston 
J. F. Beever, R. B. B. Cobbett, J. Cooper, J. Crossley, J. 
Janion, W.H. Partington, James Street, G. Thorley, M. 
B. Wood, Manchester; John Clayton, R. R. Dees, G. W. 
Hodge, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; T. Scriven, Northampton ; 
William Skipper, Norwich; R. Enfield, W. Hunt, Notting- 
ham; Joseph Peers, Ruthin; E. P. Kelsey, Salisbury; C, 
E. Deacon, Southampton; Jos. Dodd, M.P., Stockton-on- 
Tees; S. Alcock, Jun., Sunderland; T.M. Whitehouse, 
Wolverhampton; C. Pidcock, J. Stallard, Worcester; R. 
Davies, Warrington; H. Plumbe, Winchcombe; John 
Lewis, Wrexham; George Leeman, M.P.,G. H. Seymour, 
W. Walker, York.” 

Resolved—4. On the motion of Mr. E. F. Burton, seconded 
by Mr. J. 8. Torr, “ That the best thanks of the association 
be presented to Mr. J. Morris for his services as auditor, 
and that he be requested to accept the same oflice for the 
ensuing year.” 

Resolved—5. On the motion of Mr. Torr, seconded by 
Mr. Hooper, “ That the best thanks of the association be 
presented to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
for the cordial co-operation they have afforded to the Com- 
mittee of Management during the past year, and for their 
courtesy in lending one of their rooms for the purpose of 
this meeting.” 

Resolved—6. On the motion of Mr. Stephen Williams, 
seconded by Mr. Burton, ‘‘ That the best thanks of this 
meeting be presented to Mr. Lewis Fry, of Bristol, for his 
services during the past year, and to Mr. J. A. Rose for his 
able conduct in the chair this day.” 





THE MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW 
ASSOCIATION. 

The annual dinner of this incorporated law association was 
held on Thursday evening, the 11th inst., at the Albion Hotel. 
—Mr. T. Hoven, the president of the association, was in the 
chair; and the vice-chairs were occupied by Mr. T. T. 
Bellhouse and Mr. Isaac Hall. About forty other gentlemen 
were present, including the Mayor of Manchester (W. Booth, 


| Esq.), the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine (Mr. G. 
| Little, Q.C.), and a deputation from the Incorporated Law 


Society of Liverpool, consisting of Mr. Paget and Mr. 
Kenion. 

The CHatrMAN proposed the preliminary toasts, includin 
that of the Army, Navy, and Volunteers, to which Colon 
HAL, of the 3rd Manchester, responded. Remarking upon 
the way in which the Government treated the volunteer 
service, he said that the adjutant of his regiment, whilst oc- 
cupying the position of captain in the army, received an 
allowance of lls. 7d. per day. On retiring from his 8 
taincy he took the post ofadjutant of the 3rd Manchester, for 
which he was paid 8s. per day; but he was immediately 
told that his pay as captain in the regular force would cease. 
Taking that case as a specimen, he left them to consider how 
the volunteer force was treated by the Government. 

Vice-Chancellor Lirrie, in proposing ‘* The Manchester 
Incorporated Law Association,” said :—The objects of the 
association were to bring together the members of the legal 
profession, for the purpose of associating with one another, 
and eustaining their standard in society in regard to the dis- 
charge of the duties of their profession to the public. He 
coald not imagine any objects more worthy of support than 
those. Then, there were added the other duties of watching 
the course which legislation might take in reference to the 
general interests of the legal profession and the improvement 
of the law. Those objects were of the highest public impor- 
tance. ‘They had alvo to supervise the conduct of those who 
might not be disposed to conform to the laws and usages of 
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the society, and correction was necessary in those respects. 
He congratulated the society upon having been converted 
into an incorporation. The law said that a corporation never 
died, and he hoped that that association would continue in 
perpetuity, and be an example to the practitioners amongst 
whom the association was situated. (Applause.) In ex- 
plaining the objects of the association he was reminded of a 
lamented friend, one of the founders of that institution (Mr. 
Stephen Heelis), who had passed away during the past twelve 
months. The obligations which he (Mr. Little) was under 
to that gentleman were probably understood by all whom he 
was addressing. Mr. Heelis introduced him to the profes- 
sion of the law. His kind encouragement drew him to the 
pursuit of a profession from a different walk which he had 
originally contemplated, and he should never cease to 
remember Mr, Heelis’s kindness to him. Apart from all 
personal feelings, the society and the profession had sustained 
a great loss, and he was glad to hear that they were taking 
steps for perpetuating Mr. Heelis’s memory. (Applause.) 

Mr. J. CoorEr, in responding to the toast, said that the 
success of the project of founding a memorial to Mr. Heelis 
was certain. He regretted that Mr. Lowndes, one of the 
members of the Judicature Commission, was not present, 
because he would have been in a position to speak upon the 
report of that Commission. Many legal reforms were re- 
quired ; amongst other, a readjustment of the remuneration 
of the profession. He could not see the justice of compell- 
ing the profession of the present day to be guided by a scale 
which was fixed in.times immemorial. He rejoiced that a 
series Of lectures had been delivered in connection with 
Owens College, which were of the utmost value to the 
younger members of the profession and the public, 
(Applause.) 

Mr. BELLHOUSE proposed ‘* The Mayor and Corporation of 
Manchester,”’ to which the Mayor responded. Mr. Alder- 
man Raprorp responded to the ‘‘ Mayor and Corporation of 
Salford,” which was proposed by Mr. Haun. 

Mr. Alderman Raprorp then proposed “ The Lord Chan- 
cellor and the Judges, including the Local Judges.” 

Vice-Chancellor Lirriz, in returning thanks, said that 
the Lord Chancellor and the learned and distinguished 
judges of the superior courts were quite equal to the duties 
which they were called upon to discharge.’ With respect to 
the local judges, the citizens of Manchester had had a recent 
instance of the estimation in which one of them was held from 


the fact that so formidable an opposition had been offered to | i 
petual Debenture Stock has been purchased by the directors 


Mr. Russell’s removal to Liverpool. (Applause.) The office 
which he (Mr. Little) held was not the creation of modern 
legislation, but an office that had been improved and ex- 
tended in its influence by modern legislation. It was by the 
effect of the Act of 1850, passed under the auspices of the 
present Lord Chancellor, that the improvements began. 
The effect of that Act was to give power to assimilate the 
practice of the county palatine to that of the High Court of 

hancery ; and, further, it gave power to establish in other 
parts of the county than at Preston the means of transacting 
the business of the localities, That power was not put in force 
by the then Lord Chancellor. His immediate successor was 
Lord Westbury, a man of the greatest ability and the most 
determined energy, but who remained such a short period in 
office that smelly an opportunity was offered him of giving 
effect tothe Act. It was owing to the present Lord Justice 
James's personal exertions that the courts, with their higher 
powers, were established in Manchester aud Liverpool. He 
was followed by Vice-Chancellor Wickens, who also had 
been successful in discharging the duties of his office. He 
(Mr. Little) could not but feel how heavy the duty was ef 
treading in the footsteps of his predecessors. He asked for 
the kind consideration of the gentlemen with whom he had 
to come inte contact, and begged to assure them that there 
was no position in life which he coveted beyond that which 
it had been his fortune to attain. (Applause.) 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The twenty-eighth half-yearly general meeting of the 
members of this association was held at the Hall of the In- 
corporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday 
last, the 17th inst., to receive the report of tho board of 
directors for the past half-year, and for tho transaction of 
other business, Mr. John Smale Torr in the chair. 

The following mombers of the profession were also pre- 
sent :—Messrs. EK. I’, Burton; S. Williams; J, A. Rose; 
W. Chubb; 8S. Smith; J. H. Kays; H. W, Hooper, Exeter ; 











W. Crossman ;G. M. Jauncey ; W. B. Brook; P. Rickman; 
E. A. Hilder, Gravesend; W. B. Gates, Northampton; J. 
W. Proudfoot; E. Mote; E. W. Williamson; G. B. Bat- 
chelor ; H. Sowton; &c. 

Mr. Eiffe (secretary) read the notice of meeting, the pre- 
vious minutes, and the report of the directors, which was as 
follows :— 

“The directors, in compliance with the rules of the As- 
sociation, have the pleasure to present this their twenty- 
eighth half-yearly statement of the progress and operations 
of the association during the past six months. 

Since their last report in October, 1871, 63 new members 
have joined the association, thereby increasing its aggre- 
gate number to 2,201, of whom 762 are life members, and 
1,439 annual subscribers. 22 of the life members are also 
annual contributors. 

The usual audited abstract of the accounts is appended, 
from which it will be seen that the receipts during the 
half-year terminating the 3lst of March last, amounted 
(with the balance of £531 19s. 4d, remaining from the 
previous account) to £3,411 11s. 6d. 

This exceptionally large amount of receipts is attribut- 
able to the Society having been recently favoured with 
several legacies—firstly, of two sums of consols, of £1,333 
6s 8d. and £121 9s. 2d. respectively, from the executors of 
the late John Saunders, Esq., of St. Ann’s Villa, Burnham, 
Somersetshire, in pursuance of the will, and deed of appoint- 
ment thereunder, mentioned in the directors’ report of 
October, 1870; secondly, ofa sum of £150 cash bequeathed 
to the association by the late Mrs. Charlotte Elizabeth Wal- 
mesley, of Connaught-square, London; and, thirdly, of a 
sum of £90 cash, bequeathed by the late Mrs. Frances Sarah 
Clowes, of Norfolk-terrace, Bayswater. 

In respect of the last-mentioned of these bequests, the 
directors have thought it a fit occasion to exercise the power 
conferred on them by Rule IV. of the association, by elect- 
ing, as an honorary life member, Mr. Thomas Charles 
Allin, solicitor, of Angel-court, Throgmorton-street, 
London, one of the executors of Mrs. Clowes’ will. 

The sum of £440 has been distributed during the half- 
year, in grants of relief; £235 of it having been given to 
the widows and families of seven deceased members of the 
association, and £205 to the families of sixteen deceased 
non-members. 

Besides the consols above-mentioned, £1,102 further of 
London and North: Western Railway four per cent. per- 


as an investment, and the total funded capital of the asso- 
ciation is now consequently become increased to £22,652 
12s. stock, consisting of :—£6,525 13s. 2d. consols; £7,803 


| 17s. 8d. India five per cents.; 5,016 1s. 2d. India four per 


cents.; and £3,307 London and North Western Railway 
four per cent. Perpetual Debenture Stock, producing toge- 
ther dividends amounting to £897 per annum. 

A balance of £254 13s. 1d. remains to the credit of the 
association with the Union Bank of London, and.a sum of 
£15 is in the secretary's hands. 

The directors have great pleasure in announcing that 
Lord Cairns has kindly consented to preside at the ensuing 
anniversary festival of the association, which is to take place 
on Thursday, June 13th next, at Willis’s Rooms, King- 
street, St. James’s, London. The directors very carnestly 
hope for the hearty co-operation of their professional 
brethen throughout the kingdom, in their efforts to render 
the approaching festival as beneficial to the interests of the 
association as the most successful of those which have been 
yet held. Aleady seventy-eight members of the profession 
have kindly given their names as stewards, and the secretary 
will be happy to receive further names, or contributions for 
announcement at the festival. 

‘ (Signed on behalf of the Board,) 
Joun SmaLE Torr, 
Chairman.” 


The CuarrMan, in moving the adoption of the report, 
congratulated the meeting on the large increase in the 
Society's receipts disclosed by it, and which arose in a great 
degree from legacies ; all of which, he remarked, had been 
bequeathed by persons who were not members of the legal 
profession, and he urged on all solicitors present to miss no 
opportunity of bringing the merits of the society to the 
notice of those of their clients who, when making 
their wills, were seeking fit objects for their charitable 
bequests. Tho chairman explained that the reason why 
only £440 had been distributed in relief during the past 
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half-year out of the £1,000 at the directors’ disposal, was 
that scarcely any urgent case of extreme want or destitu- 
tion on the part of a member, or of a member's family, had 
come before the Board during that period, most. of the 
applications having been by persons unconnected with 
or having but slender claims on the society, but that the 
directors were fully prepared to grant liberal relief to 
members or their families whenever fit occasion arose for 
it; and he (the Chairman) hoped that in_ suitable 
cases it would be in the way of annuity, a mode of help 
which, besides its many practical advantages over casual 
gifts, possessed that important one mentioned by Paley, of 
relieving the mind from the harassing and paralysing 
“dread of want.” (Hear.) 

The report and balance-sheet were then unanimously 
received aad adopted. 

An alteration intended to be proposed in one of the rules 
of the association, so as to allow of an addition to the 
number of auditors, had to be adjourned to a future meet- 
ing, owing to a sufficient complement of members not being 
present to comply with the requirements of the 19th rule 
of the association affecting changes in the rules, but the 
opinions of those present, in favour of the proposed altera- 
tion, were signified by a resolution passed to that effect. 

The usual votes of thanks to the directors, auditors, and 
=e brought the proceedings of the meeting to a ter- 
mination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At a meeting of this society at the Law Institution on 
Tuesday last, the question discussed was No. 495, legal. 
“ Can an action be maintained for procuring falsely, fraudu- 
lently, and without reasonable and probable cause, an 
adjudication in Bankruptcy ?” Mr. Hargreaves opened the 
debate on the affirmative, on which side the society ultimately 
decided the question by a majority of 2 votes, 


ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held at Clement’s Inn Hall, 
on Wednesday, the 17th inst., Mr. Mozley in the chair. 
Mr. Hanhart opened the subject for the evening’s debate, 
viz., “That the Royal Prerogative with respect to the 
making of Treaties requires limitation.” ‘The motion was 
carried by a majority of 1. 








COURT PAPERS. 
COURT OF CHANCERY. 
CAUSE LIST. 
Easter Term, 1872. 
Before the Lornp CHANCELLOR and Lorps JusTICcEs. 
Appeals, 
Laiviere y Morgan M.—20 
March 
Gray v Seckham B.—26 
March 
Jeffries v Meredith R.—27 


1871. 
Boyd v Petrie pt hd (20 
April) R.—6 March, 1871 


1872. 
— v Rendell R.—17 


an 
Orchard v Lake W.—22 Jan 
Murray v Clayton (16 April 
B.—23 Feb pe) 
Haigh v Kaye R.—28 Feb 
Ford v Foster B.—4 March 
Gilchrist v Herbert R.—6 


R.—11 
vy Pochin R.—11 


h 
v Saffery 
h 


March 

Preston v The Mayor, &c., of 
the Borough of Great Yar- 
mouth B.—14 March 


March 

Attorney-General v_ Great 
Eastern Ry. Co. md by order 

De Flinne v Blakeway appeal 
from the Vice-Chancellor of 
the County Palatine of Lan- 
caster 

Crampton v The Varna Ry. Co. 
R.—27 March 

Allen v Gillow appeal from 
the Vice-Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Lancas- 


ter 
Christophers v Radford M.— 
10 April 


Before the Master or THE Rous. 
Causes set down previous to transfer. 
Hay v Bates, c, with wits (day Mileham v Pearce, Hinxman 


to be fixed) 
Neely v Fluker c, with wits 
V.C.B. (day to be fixed) 
Littlewood v Ownsworth m d 
Lowe v Lowe md 
Read vy Markcrow md 


v Pearce fc & 2 sums to 


vary 
v Caddick m d 
(V.C.B.) 
Small v Pratt fc (May 1) 
Vickers v McEwen ¢ (V.C,M. 





Cooper vAves md(V.C.W.) Roupell v Rees m d, wits be- 
Miller v Miller m d, wits be- fore examr 

fore examr (V.C.W. Gilman v Finney cc, with wits 
Cobbett v Woodwa (April 23) 

(V.C.B.) April 26 

Remaining Causes. 
Transferred from the Books of the Vice-Chancellors Sir R, 
Malins and Sir J, Wickens, by Order, dated 2nd March, 1872. 


Shepheard v McCorquodale md VCM 

Murchison v Southgate c wits VC M (May1) 

Talbot v Frere md VCM 

Hayes v Oatley md VCM 

Yonge v London and Paris Hotel Co. (Limited) md VCW 

Shaw v Parratt md CW 

a v British Empire Mutual Life Assurance Co. m @ 
VCM 

Ballard v Sandars ¢c VCM 

Kerry v Ovitts md VCM 

Clarke vLewis md VC W 

Powellv Smith md VCM 

Tozer vTrewman md VC W 

Stemp v Wadwell c wits VC W (day to be fixed) 

Emmett v Rickards md VCM 

Edwards v Loftus m d (set down at request of defcndants, 
J. A. Edwards and Others) VC M (abated) 

Nugent v Moseley md VC W 

Watts v Metropolitan Railway Co. md VCM 

Powell v Stanborough md VCW 

Bray v Briggs md VC W 

Great Eastern Railway Co. v Turner md VC W 

Mercers’ Co. v Metropolitan Board of Works ¢c VCM 

Wells v Bremner md VC W 

Mott v Scale md VCW 

Perry v Ashcroft md VCM 

Hutchinson v Geldart md VC W 

North yCombe md VCM 

Elkington v Raphael md VCM 

Pearson v Hooper md VCM 

Gilbert v Guignon c wits VC M (April 16) 

Taylor v Stevens md VCW 

Wilshaw v Perry md VCW 

Hindley v Neale md VCW 

Boultbee v Kemp md VC W 

Festiniog Slate Quarry Co. (Limited) v Festiniog Ry. Co. ¢ 
set down at request of defendant co. VC M 

Mildon v Mudford ¢ VC W 

Pinto-Leite v Knowles md VC W 

Whittington Life Assurance Co. v General Provincial Life Ase 
suranceCo. md VCM 

Benson v Benson md VC W 

Allan v Davidson md VCM 

Sheppard v Leacroft md VCW 

Law Reversionary Interest Society v Stuart md VCM 

Honychurch v The Queen Insurance Co. md VOW 

Knowles v Pinto-Leite md WwW 

Ball v Ball md VCM 

Line v Hall md VCM 

Chatwood the Younger v East London Ry. Co. 

Locking v Parker md VCW 

Evans v Evans md VCM 

Harris v Holt md VUW 

Johnson v Johnson md VCM 

Hassall v Wright md VCM 

Candy vCandy md VC M (27 April) 

Shawcross v Lomax md VCW 

Laffitte v Gibbons c VCM 

Stuartv Gurney md VCM 

Viscount Valentia v Denton c VC W 

Coward vInman md VCM 

Price v Price md VCM 

Harrison v Watson c VCM 

Fiddey v. Bramble c VC W 

wr i Wright & anr c pro confesso against deft Wright 


Campbell v Campbell md VC W 

Cubitt v Watney md VCM 

Leake v Hunt c pro confesso VC W 

Bartlett v West md VCW 

Smith vy Adkins ¢ VCM 

Hall vy Millward md VC W 

Austin v Austin c VCM 

Willcox & Gibbs’ Sewing Machine Co. v Wilson md_ witns- 
by order VCW 

Brooke v Lowe md VCM 

Kent v Riley _c witns VCM 

Jay v Rowles c VCM 

Dadds v Jefferys md VC W 

Dadds v Collard md & sumns 

Sabin v Holyman md VCM 

Burder v Hills md VCM 

Clowes v Hogg cwitns VCM 

Newell v Newell c VOM 


md 


md VCW 


VCW 
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Causes set down since the transfer. 


Masterman v Brutton demr 
Wood v Wood md 
Rushworth vy. Furniss fc 
Shaw v Hoylake Ry Co md 
Pitcher v c witns (day 
to be fixed) 
Attorney-General v Richardson 


m 

In re Pare’s Estate, and Pare 
v Pare fe 

Emmett v Morphett fc 

Hills v Hills ‘ fc 

Proctor v Gregg c witus (day 
to be fixed) 

James v Harrison fc 

Price v Edwards f ¢ 

In re Price’s Estate, and Price 
v Price fe anne | 

Walsh v Wason md & petn 

Ware v Aylesbury & Bucking- 
ham Ry Co md 

Long v. Iggulden fe 

Bird v Mortimer spc 

Ward v Pilcher fc as to costs 
reserved 

Shaw v Neale fe 

Graham v Burgess md 

Colmore v North md 

Colmore v Barlow md 

Colmore v Radcliffe md 


Colmore v Latimer md 

Stephenson v Ingle m d 

Whitehouse v Ryland md 

Marshall, pauper v Hale md 

Ward v Booth md 

Francis v Braithwaite fc 

Evens v Ledward c¢ pro con- 
fesso 

Browning v Browning fc 

In re Keddle’s Estate, and 
Keddle v Keddle fc and 
sumns to vary 

Evans v Bear c 

Bellingham v Holland fe 

MuntvGlynes md 

Elwes v Elwes sce 

Waite v Littlewood 

Warde v Kane fe 

Davy v Davy fe 

Barwick v Faber 

Wilkinson v Barber fe 

Evans v Southall m d (short) 

Bingham v Gossip md 

Strong v Bird md 

Nicholson v Nicholson md 

Brodrick v Pearson m 
(short) 

Wigg v Nicholl fe 

Richards v Robinson 


sc 


md 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHaARD MALINs. 
Causes, §c. 


Brown v Towell demr 

Wier v Tucker exons. for in- 
sufficiency 

Barkerv Litler exceptions for 
scandal 

Oakden v Foster exceptions 
for insufficiency 

Kingdon vy Dean md 

The North-Eastern Ry. Co. v 
Watson c (restored by 
order) 16 April 

Jackson v The North Eastern 
Ry. Co. md, with wits, by 
order (16 April) 

Price v Hutchison .c (23 
April) 

Doonerv Tolley m d (plaintiff 
to_be cross-exmd., by order) 


1 May 
Wilkinson v Pocock c, with 
wits (16 April) 
Massie v Ray md (S. 0.) 


Hockenhull v Ray 

Greenwood v Ripley 
April) 

Mackay v Douglas md 

The Mexican Ry. Co. (Limited) 
v Woolloton spe 

Willems v Dimsdale m d (22 


ere 

Dimsdale v Willims ¢ (April 22) 

‘Trenchard v Simpson f ¢ 

Cutcliffe v Goddard m da 

Goddard v Hughes m d 

May v Burton md 

Church v ‘Tamvaco md (wits 
by order’ 

, Wilson v Brown c 

Torrance v Bolton c¢, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Atty v Etough 
amended 

Armstrong v Holmes m d 
lowes v The Staffordshire 
Potteries Water Works Co. 
md 

Green v Measures f c 

Marav Raymd , 

De Wiart v Moseley fc 

Davis v Clark m d 

Leach v Westall f ¢ 

Russell v Dicksone wits (day 
to be fixed) 

The Anglo-Swiss Condensed 
Milk Company v The Swiss 
Condensed Milk Co, md 

Pitt v Pitt fc 

Giacometti v Prodgers md 


¢ (S. 0.) 
e (30 


sp c (as 


The Metropolitan Board of 
Works v Sant f c on equity 
reserved 

Scotson v Robinson fc & sumn 
to vary 

Armitage v Armitage case on 
appl from Yorkshire County 
Court 

Thornhill v Burrell fc 

Raymond v Kemble spc 

Dugdale v Dugdale fe 

Nibbs v Evered fe 

In re John Wharten’s Estate, 
Wharton v Wharton fe 

Baker v Loader c, and motn. 
in Packham v Rastrick 

In re C. Webb’s Estate, Webb 
v Pollock fe 

Shove v Smith fe 

Hussey v Tweed spc 

Sharp v Sharp fe 

Martineau v Mathieu fc & 
sumns to vary 

Williams v Williams (1868.— 
W.—26) fe 

Booth v Hutchinson case on ap 
from Knaresborough County 
Court 

Rowland v Milton fe 

Lloyd v Lloyd fe & sums to 
vary 

Gowan v Broughton fe 

Litler vy Whitehead fc and 2 
sums 

Lariviere v Frear m d (8.U.) 

Hale v Stockwell md & petn. 
in Morris v Adams. by order 

Hale v Hale fe 

Halfpenny v Davies fc 

In re Peacock’s Estate, Owen 
v Peacock se 

Sutlield vy Day fe 

Roberts v Darbyshire 
order 

Powis v Adams (1868.—P.— 
133) c, with wits (day to be 
fixed 

Powis v Adams (1870.—P.— 
84) c, with wits (day to be 
fixed) 

Travis v Illingworth fe 

Francis v Francis fo 

Peplow v Seabrook md 

Marshall v Threadgold md 

Hall v Cotton =m d (23 April) 

Appleyard v Walker fc 

Boyle v Smythe spc 

Walker v Walker m d 


fc, by 





Ellis v Ward c 
Bell v Barnett c 
Phillips v Higgon fe 
City Discount Co. (Limited & 
reduced) v Cooper c¢ 
Ludman v Greetham md 
Pilcher v Arden md 
Owen v Delamere c 
Arnould v Grinstead 
Perry v Hankin fc 
Deanes v Kitchin md 
Chichester v Woulds md 
Rawlinson v Hatch md 
Goodwin v Bull md 
Smith vy Gardner md 
Gardner v Smith c 
Harman v Potterton fe 
Buckland v Haverfield md 


md 


McLeod vCann m d (short) 

Hill v Wilson c¢ 

hes v King, White v Birch 

ce 

Symonds v Berry, Symonds v 
Spicer fe 

Ellis v Herbert md 

Nixon vGarstin f ¢ (restored) 

Garstin v Garstin fe 

Edgcombe v Hellyer fc 

Willson vy Willson fe 

Weld v Townsend fe&p 

Coverdale v Eastwood md 

Sobey v Sobey md 

Sidney v Sidney c 

Viscount Sydney v Earl of 
Strafford m d (short) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Str JAmEs Bacon. 
‘auses, §¢. 


Mackett v Mackett fc (suit 
revived) 

Motion v Moojen ¢ 

Batchelor v Bladon m d (April 
29) 


Attorney-General v Jones m d 
(April 17) 

Roberts v Proger md 

Davis v Nicholls fe 

Constable v Grant fc 

In re Bassett’s Estate, Perkins 
v Fladgate fe 

Witt v Corcoran md 

Barnes v Knowles f ¢ (short) 

South v Stephens, South v 
South fe 

Garforth v Rogers c 

Wigmore v Wigmore fc 

Templer v Leage fe 

Vyse v Foster md 

Casson v Cuffe fe 

Alexander v Campbell md 

Mason v Larder md (May 3) 

Blome vy Cotton fe & sums to 
vary 

Abraham v Pearse fe 

Hewitt v Jardine fe 

Giles v Norton ¢ 

Powell v Rawle md 

Spartali v Constantinidi 

Pitt v Pitt md 

Waters v Gale md 

Newlove v Sykes fe 

Rainy v Ellis md 

Allcock v Cutler fe 

Smith vSmith md 

Farren v Farren md 

Prescott v Price fe 


m d 


Trumper v Trumper md 

Ducn v Fowler m d (restored 
by order) 

Lonsdale v Tate fe 

Cook vy Cook md 

Sandeman v Watson c with 
witus (day to be fixed) 

Macdonald v Macdonald fe 

Lippard v Ricketts fe & pin 
Scaping v Cheetham by order 

Rhodes v Vallance c 

Southampton Dock Co. v 
Southampton Harbour and 
Pier Board md 

Webb v Sadler fc 

Webb vInglis fe 

Wilcox v Kemp fe 

Pender v Fox e 

Johns v Savin m d wit before 
exmr 

Lake v Lake fe 

Yetts v Zobel md 

Atkinson v Robinson fe 

Imray v Imeson sp ¢c (as 
amended) 

Thorpe v Thorpe md 

Goold v Abell md 

Hon. R. C. Herbert v Carew ec 

Carew v Hon. R. C. Herbert 
md 

Foster v Foster fe 

tonv Ashdown fe 

nnett v Gill fe 

Atlantic & Great Western Ry. 
Co. v Moran md 

Giffard v. Wyley fe 


Thompson v Williams fe 


Before the Vice-Chanceilor WICKENS. 


Causes, § *. 


Thomas v Thomas dem 

Payne v Wright p 

Browne v Hope dem 

Martin v Saunders m d (S. 0.) 

Ayre v Eager md 

Earl of Dudley v Gye m d 
wit before exmr 

Alcock v Connop m d 

J. Mitchell & Co. (Limited) v 
Great Northern Ry. Co. ¢ 

Johnston v Kelly ma 

Taylor v Taylor ¢ 

Barnes v Addy ¢ wit pt hd 

Chilton v East London Ry. Co. 


€ 

Burt v Hellyar md 
Richardson v Hodgetts 
Farquhar v Hadden f c 
In re Seely, Joyce vy Seely fe 
Blake v Thompson ¢ wit 
Webber v Webber c 
Taylor v Cartwright md 
Wilkinson v Clements md 
Hall v Hall ¢ wit 
West v West c 
Pratt v Lady Perring spc 
Postlethwaite vy Moffat md 
Potter v Bell e 
In re Stevenson Stevenson v 

Stevenson fc & sumns 


md 


Marshall v Wilson 
Gay v Maggi md 
Lloyd v Vale fe 
Block v Archer fe 
Manser v Manser ¢ 
Harris v Du Pasquier fe 
Brasssey v The St. Thomas's 
Floating Dock Company 
(Limited) Leather v Same 
¢ witns 
Archer v Johnston fc 
Josselyn ¥ The Tendring Hun- 
dred Ry Co fe 
Dobree v Nicholson fe 
Passmore v Wyld f ¢ 
Carthew v Enraght fc 
Brown v Wing fe 
Whiteford v Osbiston fc 
Attorney-General v Tottenham 
Local Board of Health m d 
Robinson v Wood fe 
Tucker v Wallbridge fc 
Ashmore v Johnson m d 
Creigh v Fenwick f ¢ € sumns 
Sootheran v Massam fe 
Newington v Peters fe 
Wriford v Glubb, Wriford v 
Wriford fo & sumns 
Clissold vy Cook fe 
Hall v Lee md 


md 
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Master v Richards md 

Hall v Hall md 

Jack v Jack fe 

Robertson v Fraser md 

Parsonage v. Smith, Smith v 
Smith fe 

Duarte v Brand, In re Duarte’s 
Estate, and Duarte v Brand 
fe (short) 

Richardson v Page fc 

Duguid v Fraser fe 

Gardam v Hiley fe 

Morrish v Keele md 

Hollist v Simpson fe 

Bacon v Potts cause 

Engle v Winterton md 

Mander v Fox md 

Ward v Alexander 

Dibbinv Hume fe 

Ingham v Ingham f 

Brown v Tresidder 

Burke v O’Bryen 

Moore v Hartley f 

Howes v Mace m d 

Stock v McAvoy 

Pearce v Carri 


‘ n md 
Edenborough c, 
Giffard v Williams md 
ter v Foster 


Earl of Aylesford v Morris 


md 
Pearson v Foulds md 
Williams v Poole md witns 
Foale v Burrell md 
Fisher v Fisher fo 
Berkley v Berkley m d 
Husey v Cunningham s c 
Samuel v Rosser fe 
Yates v University College, 
London md 
Pigott v Pigott sc 
Jones v Welsford fc 
Saunders v Bettyes md 
Clare v Sutton md 
Swabey v Bury md 
Roberts v Sabine md 
Wren v Tippett md 
Holmes vy Symons m d (short) 
McEvoy v Jones md 
Ferguson v Gibson fe 
Johnson v Perceval fe 
Browne v Collins fe &sumns 
Brooke v Robinson m d 
Bettinson v Metropolitan Ry. 
Co. md 
tarling v Mills fe 
Marquess of Salisbury v Me- 
tropolitan Board of Works 
m 
Riley v Edgworth fe 
Binney v Feldtmann md 
Eaton v Attorney-Gen. fc 
Bell v Bell md 
In re John Clark’s Estate, and 
Marval v Clark fe 
iverpool & Great-Western 
i Co. (Limited) y Moore 
short 
leston v Fullalove md 
Macdermott v Williams md 
Hitehcock v Hitchcock m d 
Freen v Beachey md 
Healey v Healey md 
Walley v Varley md 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotarios, April 19, 1872. 


wz 


Annuities, April, 785 

Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Ex Biils, £1900, — per Ct 5p m 

Ditto, £599, Do —i pm 

Ditto, £100 & £200,— 5pm 

Bank of England Stock, 43 per 
Ct. (last nalf-year; 242 


itto for Account, 


————— 


RAILWAY STOCK. 


Buck Sorth Ataflortotiir 
Sex Sonth Deven 
Suck Srte-Lauers ..... 


© A reesives 1H divid-rA anti 


Paid. Closing Prices. 
106 
1144 
129 


52} 


© per con’. has been paid to B. 


Moxgy Maucer axo Cire Ierens.iscsee. 
The markets have not been so strong this week as was 


expected when the bank-rate was lowered. The ** Alabama” | 


nt teen to exercise no influence on the London Change, 
née rusnoare A difficnities between France and Germany 








have occasioned a slight decline in the funds, and depressed 
foreign securities (except Spanish) still more. Railways have 
experienced some sharp fluctuations, but close well, especially 
South Eastern. ; 

At the annual meeting on Tuesday of the Legal and Ge- 
neral Life Assurance Society the new premiums for 187} 
were stated to have been £8,677, assuring £251,255. The 
total income was £203,084, of which £71,285 was from in- 
terest on investments, and the total funds, after providi 
for all liabilities, are £1,657,508. At an extraordinary 
meeting subsequently held a bonus was declared at the rate 
: £1 10s, per annum on each £100 assured, and on previous 

onus. 

The twenty-third annual m eting of the shareholders of 
the Prudential Assurance was held on Thursday at the 
Albion Tavern, Aldersgate-street, the Rev. James Gillman, 
in the chair. The report, which was duly adopted, stated 
that in the ordinary branch of the business 1,888 proposals 
had been accepted and completed assuring the sum of 
£270,950, and producing a new annual premium income of 
£9,639 17s.10d. The claims paid were 283, amounting to 
£44,188 19s. 1ld., being considerably above the average, 
arising partly from larger policies having fallenin. In the 


| Industrial branch 406,848 new policies were issued, repre- 
| sentinga net annual premium income of £139,264 93. The 
claims paid amount to £81,040 7s. 6d., being nearly one per 


cent. less than the amount paid in the previous year. The 
total premium income was £348,975 15s, 6d., being an in- 


| crease of £63,267 19s. 2d. The quinquennial report showed 
| that there was a sum of £60,000 to be divided among the 
| share and policy holders. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Braprook—On April 18, at Lewisham, the wife of Edward 
W. Brabrook, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Everest—On April 10, at Worthing, the wife of W. Alexander 
Everest, of Walton-on-hill and Epsom, Surrey, solicitor, of a 
son. 

Gorpon—On April 8, at Kentish-tewn, Rebecca, the wife of P, 
8. Gordon, Esq., 51, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, of a son. 

MACNAGHTEN—On April 6, at 100, Eaton-place, the wife of 
Edward Macnaghten, Esq., of a daughter. 

Wittis—On April 7, at Lee, Kent, the wife of William Willis, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 

MARRIAGES. 

Crump—Bvutrery—On April 17, at St. James’, Piccadilly, 
William John, eldest son of William Alexander Crump, Esq., 
of Philpot-lane, solicitor, to Anna Maria, third daughter of 
Charles Buttery, Esq., of Piccadilly. 

Micuett—Sampson—On April 10, at the parish church, East- 
bourne, Eardley Wilmot Michell, Esq., of Richmond, Surrey, 
to Fanny Elizabeth, second daughter of William King Samp- 
son, Esq., of Woodlands, Eastbourne. 

Topp—W atson—On April 11, at St. Augustine’s church, Hedon, 
Charles James Todd, solicitor, of Hull, to Kate, second 
daughter of William Watson, Holyrood House, Hedon. 

WILKINS—GENN—On April 3, at the parish church of Fal- 
mouth, Charles J. Wilkins, Esq., of the Middle Temple, to 
Margaret Hawee, second daughter of W.J. Genn, Esq., of 
Fa)mouth. 

DEATHS. 

Happock—On April 10, Charles Milner Haddock, Esq., of 18, 
St Paul’s churchyard, solicitor, aged 41. 

Tizeits—On April 10, at St. John’s-gardens, Queen’s-crescent, 
Haverstock-hill, William Tibbits, solicitor, aged 50. 

Tunner—On April 12, atthe Moult, Kingsbridge, S. Devon, 
Lady Turner, widow of the Rt. Hon. Sir Geo. James Turner, 
aged 76. 





=— 





The county coronership of Carnarvon has become vacant 
by the resignation of Mr. Edward Griflith Powell, solicitor 
who had held the office for forty years. 

The veteran chairman of the Anglesey Quarter Sessions, 
Mr, John Williams, of Treffos, who has hold that position 
for upwards of fifty years, has intimated his intention 
resigning. Mr. Williams, who is in his cighty-eighth year, 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s Inn in 1809, 

Tus Botton Commission.—The Home Secretary has ap- 
pointed Mr, Charles 8, Whitmore, Q.C., Judge of the Sout! 
wark County Court, and Recorder of Gloucester, and Mr. 
John B. Maule, Q.C., Mecorder of Leeds, to be commis- 
simors to inquire into the circumstances which attended the 
Dilke riot at Bolton. 
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LONDON GAZETTES, 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Tugspay, April 9, 1872, 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

European Life Insurance and Annuity Company. ~ Petition for winding 
up, presented March 18, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor 
Mulins on Friday, April 19. Manning, Gt George-st, Westminster, 
solicitor for the petitioner. 

Sun Permanent Benefit Building Society.—The Master of the Rolls has 
fixed April 18 at 1.30, at his chambers, fur the appointment of an 
official liquidator. 

LIMITED UN CHANCERY. 

Delafield White Lead Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented March 28, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor 
Wickens on April19, Montagu, Bucklersbury, ‘solicitor for the peti- 
tioner. 

Matella Coffee Estates Company of Ceylon (Limited).—Petition for 
winding up, presented April 8, directed to be heard before the Master 
of the Rollson April 20. Carter and Bell, Leadenhall-st, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 

Frrpay, April 12, 1872. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Incorporated Victuallers’ Tea and Coffee Company (Limited).—Creditor, 
are required, on or before May 9, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Vaughan Ridgman 
Parsons, 4, Fenchurch-st. Thursday, May 23 at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating npon the debts and claims, 

Tram Railway Company of Great Britain (Limited ),—The Master of the 
Rolls has fixed April 22 at 2, at his chambers, for the appointment of 
an official liquidator, 

TuFspay, April 16, 1872. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Royal Naval, Military, and East India Company Life Assurance Society. 
—Vice Chancellor Malins has, by an order dated March 22, appointed 
Stephen Philpot Low, 55, Parliament-st, official liquidator. Creditors 
are required, on or before May 10, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Tuesday, 
May 28 at 12, is appointed for hearing avd adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY, ' 

Alten and Queenangen Mining Company (Limited).—The Master of the 
Rolls has fixed Wednesday, April 24 at 11, at his chambers, for the 
appointment of an official liquidator. 

Patent Fuel Company [Warlich’s] (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 





presented April 11, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins | 


on Friday, April 26. Hillyer and Co, Fencharch-st, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

Valencia Slate Slab Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented April 12, directed to be heard betore Vice Chancellor Malins on 
Friday, April 26. Pooland Hughes, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn, solicitors 
for the petitioners. 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, April 12, 1872. 

Female Benefit Society, Alms Llouse, Stocktin-on-Tees, Durham, 
March 28 : 

Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, April 12, 1872. 

Fleetwood, Geo, jun, Gateacre, nr Lpool, Brewer. April 23. Rodick v 
Tattersall, Registrar, Lpool District 

Hughes, Thos, Flizabetn-ter, Lower-rd, Rotherhithe, Blacksmith. 
April 30. Re Hughes, V.C. Wickens. 

Hillyard, Bailey, Devizes, Wilts, Gent. June 4, Dove v Norris, V.C. 
Malins 

Tuespay, April 16, 1872. 

Andrews, Saml, Pershore, Worcester, Maister. May 10. Dekains v 
Atkins, V.C. Malins, Wagstaff, Pershore 

Angus, Charlotte Ann, Harcourt-ter, West Brompton. May 24. Tem- 
perley » Henderson, V.C. Wickens 

Beckley, David, Brockmoor, Stafford, Shopkeeper. May 10, Walker ¢ 
Beckley, V.C. Malins. Corser & Walker, Stourbridge 

Boyce, Eliz, Ashill, Norfolk, Widow, May 18. Oldtield v Boyce, M.R. 
Mason, Wereham 

Boyce, John, Ashill, Norfolk, Gent. May 18. Oldfield v Boyce, M.R. 
Mason, Wereham 

Edwards, John, Park sq, Regent's park, Merchant. July 31. Davies v 
The Mysore Coffee Company, Limited, M.R. 

Schweitzer, Theodore Richd, Threadneedle st, Merchant. May 7. 
Venables v Schweitzer, V.C. Bacon. Chatteris, Gresham bldgs, 
Basinghall st 

Swain, Kichd, Lincoln, Fishmonger. May 10. Mudd v Rex, V.C. 
Malins. Tweed, Lincoln 

Wetherell, Edwd, North Cowton, York. May 21. Wetherell » Todd, 
V.C. Wickens. Hett, Darlington 

Yorke, Edmund, Alexander sq, Brompton, Esq. May 10. Farrer v 
St. Catharine’s College, Cambridge. MR, Jarrett, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faripay, April 12, 1872, 
Andrews, Thos Tomley, Hoole, nr Chester, Builder. Juno 1, Bridg- 
man & Co, Chester 
Ashworth, Wm, Manch, Gent. Ang 1, Weston & Co, Manch 
Bell, John, Warton, Lancashire, Master Mariner, June 1, Aseroft, 
Preston 
Blevkinsop, Thos, South Stockton, York. May tl. Dodds & Trotter, 
Stockton-on-Tees 
Brand, Richard, Barking, Essex. May 20, Blowitt, ford 
Brent, Robt, Woodbury, Devon, M.D. June 1, Coode & Oo, Bedford row 
Brook, Wm, Edenbridge, Kent, Grocer. June 20. Hale, Drury lane 
Butler, Thos, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Couch Builder, April 29 at 12, 
Potter, Northfield house, North pl, Cheltenham 
Chivers, Jas, Kingston-upon-Hull, Gent. June 1, Owst-Atkinson & 
Wake, Hull 
Clough, Jas, Little Horton, Yorks, Farmer, July 1. Peel, Bradford 





Cutler, Wm, St James st, Pall Mall, Tailor. June 8. Weall, Bell-yard. 
Doctors’-commons a 

Drew, Geo, Plymonth, Devon, Captain R.N. May 28. Weare, 
Plymouth 

Ellis, John Joseph, Hartest, Suffolk, Surgeon. May 8. Hallett, St 
Martin’s pl 

Franklyn, Geo Woodroffe, Lovelhill, nr Windsor, Berks. May 10, 
Frankiyn, Bristol 

Gamble, Wm Hy, Bulwell, Notts, Miller. April 26 at 12, Belk, 
Nottingham 

Goss, Susannah, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. June 1. Gibson, Dartford 

Green, David, Montville, St Marychurch, Devon, Esq. June 1. Tayleur, 
Torquay 

Hayhurst, Wm, Farnworth, Lancashire, Auctioneer. May 31. Briggs 
& Bailey, Bolton-le- Moors 

Holloway, Eliz Grace, Combesend, Gloucester, Widow. May 20. 
Trenfield, Chipping Sodbury 

Howard, Wm, Burnley, Lancashire, Innkeeper. May 7. Baldwin, 
Burnley 

Jackson, Eliza Margaretta, Heavitree, Devon, Widow. June 24. 
Cleave & Sparkes, Crediton 

Jones, Ann, Burslem, Stafford, Widow. May 2. Mayer, Burslem 

Loyry, Wm, Stockport, Cheshire, Draper. June 22. Thomas & 
Wharton, Manch 

Main, Wm, Kensington, Adelaide, South Australia, Chemist. May 23. 
Dawson, Bradford “ 

Mason, Wm, Lpool, Merchant. Junel. Bateson, Lpool 

Parker, Thos, Brunswick sq, Camberwell, Gent. Jaue 1, Richards, 
Warwick st, Regent st 

Pattinson, Geo, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. May 4. Vickers & Son, 
Sheffield 

Robins, Sarah, Baxendale st, Barnett st, Hackney rd, Widow. May 10, 
Boys and Tweedies, Linco!n’s inn fields 

Samworth, Ann, Stalisfielid, Kent, Spinster. June 1. Pritchard & 
Sons, Gt Knight Rider st, Doctors’ commons 

Seddon, Saml, Lytham, Lancashire, Gent. May 3l. Briggs & Bailey, 
Bolton-le-Moors 

Shaw, Hartiey, Brockden, Yorks, Farmer. June 1. Robinson, Skipton 

Sheppard, Mary, St John st rd, Clerkenwell, Widow. May 15. Hops 
good, Whitehall pl 

Skelton, Hy, Bromley, Kent. May 14. Mote, Walbrook 

Topken, Angust Ernst Christian Etrgott, Billiter-sq, Merchant. May 
31. Druce & Co, Billiter-sq 

Wilson, Peter, Master of the ship Astracana. June 1. Bateson, Lpool 


Tcxspay, April 16, 1873. 

Atkin, Jas, Knowle Farm, Stafford, Farmer. July 12. Hand, Stafford 

Allen, Eliza Ann Way, Portsea, Hants, Widow. . May 11. Edgeombe 
& Cole, Portsea 

Allen, Robt, Brockhurst, Hants, Chief Engineer. May ll. Edgcombe 
& Cole, Portsea 

Attfield, Wm, Brixton-rd, Gent. May 13. Palmer & Co, Bedford-row, 
Holborn 

Barton, Matthew, Wigan, Lancashire, Iron Merchant. May 20. Leigh 
& Ellis, Wigan 

Bearblock, John, Hornchurch Hall, Essex, Esq. May 1. Clifton & 
Haynes, Romford 

Blackshaw, Peter, Congleton, Cheshire, Farmer. June 8. Hand, Mac- 
clesfield 

Catherwood, Keturah, Camberwe!l-rd, Widow. June 1. Cowdell & 
Co, Budge-row 

Colby, Jane, Weymouth, Dorset, Spinster. June 12. Mead & Daubeny, 
King’s Bench-walk, Temple 

Coliyer, Robt, Hurworth-upon-Tees, Durham, Gent. June |. Hut- 
chinson & Lucas, Darlington 

Coombs, Geo, Middiewich, Cheshire, Shoemaker. May 4. Cooke, Mid- 
dlewich 

Dunkin, Mary, Kennington-iane, Widow, May iS, Sarah Bernhardt, 
Upper Montagu-st, Montagu-sq 

Fennah, Thos, Ledbury-rd, Westbourne-grove, Gent. May 17, Wright, 
Lincoin’s-inn-fields 

Foot, Joseph Jas, Wilmer-gdns, Kingsland-rd, Silk Manufacturer. June 
1. Poole, Bartholomew-close 

Fry, Eliz Green, Percival-pl, Ealing, Widow. May 31. Nation, Orchard- 
st, Portman-sq 

Green, Geo, Eastfield Tonge, Bolton-le-Moors, Lancashire, Bleacher. 
May ll, Richardson, Manch 

Kemp, Nancy, Sale, Cheshire, Widow. May 27. Hewitt, Manch 

Lonsdale, Right Hon Wm, Earl of, Lo er Castle, Westmoreland. 
June 24, Ellis & Ellis, Spring-gdns, Westminster 

Luing, Wm, Middle Barton, Oxford, Shopkeeper. June 24 
Chipping Norton 

McQuhae, Rev Stair, St. Evox, Rownhams, Hints, June 1. 
Co, Romsey < 

Monks, Robt, Denmark-ter, Bethnal-green, Gert. May 20, Davie, New- 
inn, Strand 

Pearce, Lieut-Col Wm, Ffrwdgrech, Brecon. June 12, Oadley, Moxmoath 

Pitman, Joseph, Amblecete, Stafford, Esq. June 24. Rutter & OQ, 
Wolverhampton 

Powell, Jas, Worcester, Land Surveyor’s Clerk. May I, Haxiey, 
Worcester 

Powell, Wm, High-st, Camden Town, Gent. May 2l. Satery & Huat 
ley, Tooley-st 

Reynolds, Maria, Gt Charlotte-st, Blackfriars, Widow. May 27. ox 
& Robinson, Old Broad-st 

Roberts, John, Vauxhall Bridge-rd, Saddler, May 31, Jameson, 
Verulam-bidgs, Gray's-inn a 

Scott, Alex Innes, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Bsq. July St. Waddilore, 
Godiiman.-st, Doctors’ commons 

Scott, John, Sunderland, Durham, Innkeeper, May ld. Steal, San 
derland 

Sneexum, Chas, Camberwell-rd, Wine Merchant. May ti, Pry, Mark- 
lane, 

Stockil, Wim, Bermondsey New-rd, Leather Merchant, Jane 2. Well 
borne, Duke-st, London -dridge 

Stratton, Richd, Burderop, Wilts, Gent. June 1, Tow nsond & Ormond, 
Swindon 





Wilkins, 


Stead & 
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Taylor, Samuel, Leeds, Ironmaster. July 20. North & Sons, Leeds 
baa pe * ees *Blakebank, Westmoreland, Gent. May 11. Bolton, 
Kend 
Wilson, Thos, Batley Carr, York, Painter. June 22. Chadwick & Son, 
Dewsbury 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, April 12, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proo‘s of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Bannister, Elisha, Palmerston-rd, Kilbucn, Builder. Pet April9. Pepys. 
April 23 at 11.30 
Clay den, Jas, Bingfield-st, Caledonian-rd, » ate Corn Chandler. 
Pet April !0. Spring-Rice. April 30 at 
Durrant, Chas Thos Debenham, aot hcl rd, Hackney, Business 
Agent. Pet April9. Hazlitt. April 24 at 11 
Gerlach, Jacob Christof, Little Queen-st, Westminster, Horse Dealer. 
Pet April 10. Hazlitt. April 24 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Dickinson, Hy, Bedmond, Herts, Farmer. Pet April 8. Blagg. St 
Alban’s, Aprii 25 at 12 
Morey, Wm, Cosham, Hants, Builder. Pet April 2. Howard. Ports- 
mouth, April 23 at 1 
Sargent, John Penwarden, Liskeard, Cornwall, Builder. Pet April 9. 
Shelly. East Stonehouse, May 1 at 11 
Sowry, Waiter, Armies, nr Leeds, Coal Agent. Pet April 4. Marshall. 
Leeds, April 24 at 1! 
Tvuespay, April 16, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender ia London. 
Argal!l, Boswarva, Belgrave rd, Abbay-rd, St John’s-wood, Bink Clerk. 
Pet Aprill2. Murray. May 7 at ll 
Church, Wm, Church-rd, Homerton, Grocer. Pet April 11. Pepys. 
April 30 at 11.30 
Tucker, Wm, i 
Rice. May 2at 11 
To Surrender ia the Country, 
1, John, Fulr motos on, Noriolk, Shopkeeper. Fet April 13. Palmer. 


tant ny Soff Ik, Farmer. PetAprilll. Collins. Bury St 
Edmund’s, April 27 at 11.30 

Galloway, Jobn, Steckton-on-Tees, Durham, Agvicultural Implement 
Dealer. Pet April !2. Crosby. Stoekton-on- fees, April 29 ac 11 

Mclniyre, Dor 


aid, t 
cott. Truro, April 30 at 3 
Povey, Thos, Longton» Stafford, Piamber. Pet Aprilll. Keary. Stoke- 
upor n-Trent, April 27 at! 0.30 
ort, Loui 


is, Birm, Boot Manufacturer. Pet April 11. Chauntler, 
The m ‘, Win, jun, Exeter, Merchant. Pet Aprill5. Daw. Exeter, 
May Lat li 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
ee April 12, 1872. 
Cameron, Hugh Thos, Bassnett-zrove, Lavender-hill, Gent. March 12 
Teese, April 16, 1872. 
Sharland, Chas, Poole, Somerset, Currier. April 9 
iquidation by Arrangement. 
wane { MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
» Fatvoay, April 12, 1872. 


Allsop, Geo Walter, O'dbury, Worcester, Chemist. April 27 at 11, at 


offices of Shakespeare, Church st, Oldoury 

Anstee, Wm Al ex, Toddington, Bedford, out of business. April 25 at 

fice of Scargill, King i — Shires, Luton 
gh, Darlington, Tail April 24 at li, at offices of Steavan- 
c han cery lane, Geena’ 
rough, Mark, Everton, Lancashire, out of business. April 29 at 

3, at office of Harris, Union ct, Cas‘le st, Lpoo!l 

Blann, Lawren-e, Upper Beeding, Sussex, Baker. April 24 at 12, at 
offices of Lamb, Ship st, Brighton 

Bond, Carles, Alford, Lincoln, Watchmaker. April 25 at 3, at 63, 
Crancery l.ne Rhodes 

Boulton, Wm, Tillot-on st, Stepney, Earthenware Dealer. April 19 at 
3, at offices of Pe ey, Dasinghall st 

Bye, Join, Bury Edmands, Suffolk, Innkeeper. April 29 at 12, at 
the Half Moon Ho-e!, Butter Market, Bury St. Edmunds. Salinon & 
Son 

Collins, Edwd, Birmingham, Grocer. April 26 at 10, at offices of Eaden, 
Bennett s hil, Birm 

Colwell, Geo, Seaford, Sussex, Carpenter. April 30 at 12, at office of 
Hil'man, Ci ffe, Lewes : 

Conror, Jas, Wigan, ipl scashire, Factory Overiooker. Apri! 30 at 11, at 
offices of France, Market pl, Wigan 

Davies, David, Kuthin, Denbigh, Grocer, April 29 at J, at offices of 
Adams, Castle st, Rathin 

Dawson, Albert, Aveane pl, Lewisham, S‘ationer. April 25 at 2, at 
offices of Eagieton & Mason, Newgate st 

Duffield, ihos Hy, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Schovlmaste:. April 23 
at 12, at offices of Green, Darlington st, Wolvertiamptoa 

Elmore, John, Coxheath Linton, Kent, Builder. April 23 at 2.30, at 
office of Goodwin, Mill st, Maidstone 

Emblin, John, jan, Leather lane, Holborn, Tripe Dresser. April 20 at 
10, at ‘offices of Hope, Serle st, Line oln'a “" fields 

Ford, Robt, Dover, Kent, Baker. May | at 2, at 2, Townhall st, Dover. 
Fox, Dover 

Fox, Chas, Maneh, Silk Broker. April 30 at 3, at otices of Addleshaw, 
King st, Manch 

Greatrez, Hagh Me Neile, Lpool, Brewer's Traveller. April 22 at 2, at 
office of Vine, Cable st, Lpool, Grocott & Yrowne, Lpool 





nzance, Cornwall, Diaper. Pet April 13, Chil- 





Grimshaw, Chas Wm, Up Lambourn, Berks, Farmer. April 23 at 3, at 
office of Jotcham, Newbury st, Wantage : 
Hazaey, Joshua, Pembroke, Grocer. April 26 at 11, at the Guildhan, 
Carmarthen. Dunn, Pembroke Dock 

Healy, Stephen, Harper st, New Kent rd, Beer Retailer. April 19 at 3 
at the Claremont Arms, Upper Grange rd, Bermondsey. Bilton} 
Black !riars 

Hincks, John Chas Hawkesford, Willenhall, Stafford, Attorney at Law, 
Apri! 26 at 12, at offices of Griffin, Bennett’ 8 hill, Birm 

Hinton, Thos, Uckfield, Sussex, Printer. April 22 at il, at the Crown 
Hotel, Lewes. Barrow, Walbrook 

Hustwick, Thos Hopper, Lpool, Chemist. April 24 at 2, at office of 
Williams, Brunswick st, Lpool 

Jenkins, Henrietta, Edgbaston, nr Birm, Milliner. April 23 at 3, at 
offices of Fitter, Bennett’ shill, Birm 

Jones, John Jordan, Rhydyzof, Cardigan, Auctioneer. April 25 at 2, at 
the Black Lion Hotel, Lampeter. Lloyd, Lampeter 

Kipling, Wm, James ter, Hornsey rd, Cheesemonger. April 22 at 11, at 
Offices of Lind, New inn, Strand 

Knight, Geo, Cinderford, Gloucester, Grocer. April 26 at 2,at offices of 
Beckingham, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 

Logsdon, Joseph Ellis, Haggerston rd, Haggerston, Corn Dealer, 
April 24 at 4, at ofces of Graham, Ely pl, Holborn 

Lord, Geo, Burnley, Lancashire, sizer. April 26 at 3, at office of Bald. 
win, Ormerod st, Burnley 

Matlinson, Edwd, Richd Giedhill, & John Brammer, Huddersfield, York, 
Bu lders. April 26 at 11, at offices of Hesp & Co, Station St 
Huddersfield 

Martins, Richd, jun, Penzance, Cornwall, Builder. April 25 at 11, at 
offices of Trythall, Clarence st, Penzance 

Matthews, Fredk Saml, Upper Charles st, Northampton sq, Clerkenwell, 
Watch Case Maker. April 27 at 3, at offices of Evans & Co, Jokn st, 
Bedtord row 

Minns, Sam! Wm, Norwich, Tailor. April 25 at 1, at office of H. A, 
Maude, Gt Winchester st bldgs, London. Winter & Francis 

Morgan, Jeremiah, Swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer. Aprii 24 at 1 at 
39, Broad st, Bristol, Stanley & Wasbrough 

Newey, Edwd, Birm, Painter. April 23 at 2, at offices of Burton, Union 
chambers, Union passage, Birm 


n-p!, Hyde-pk-sq, Brewer. Pet Aprilll. Spring- | es, Se einen ers Seco eee. Ree 


office of Preston, Rageut st, Gt Yarmouth 


| Parry, Thos, Llangoed, Anglesey, Coal M rehant. April 24 at 2, at office 


of Roberts, Bangor 


| Parson, Jonathan, Hatfield, Hertford, Licensed Victualler. April 20 at 


3, at offices of Annesley, St. Albans 


' Pascoe, John, Plymouth, Miller, April 30 at 11, at the Bridge House 


Hote!, Borough, London, Campion 

Peace, Joseph, Newt>n-in-Makertield, Lancashire, Farmer. April 25 at 
2, at cflices of Phillips, Brown st, Manch 

Peazock, Leonard Horner, ‘Tachbrook st, Pimlico, Tea Deater. April 29 
at 12, at office of Foster, King’s rd, Gray’s inn 

Peplow, Hy Jas, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. 
23 at 10, at offices of Stratton, Queen st, Wolverhampton 


| Pitcairn, Hy Hunt, Leeds, Wine Merchant. April 22 at 3, at offices of 


Pullan, Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 
Potter, Geo, Taunton, Somerset, Teacher of Music. April 25 at 12, at 
office of Trenchard, Upper High st, Taunton 


| Privett, Chas, Eastney, Hants, Baker. April 24 at 4, at o‘fices of King, 


Uniun st, Portsea 
tees, David Hoykin, Carmarthen, Cabinet Maker. April 19 at 10.5, at 
office of Lloyd, High st, Haverfordwest 


! Richards, Geo Mullings, Winchester, Saddler, April 29 at 2, at the 


Black Swan Hotel, Winchester. Bailey 
tiley, Ellen, Burnley, Lancashire, Grocer. April 30 at 3, at office of 
Nowell, Manchester rd, Burnley 


; Sanders, John. Davlish, Devon, Builder. April 25 at 11, at offices of 


Pearson & Whidborne, Dawlish 


Scaife, Phos, Bradford, York, Painter. April 29 at 3, at offices of Neill, 


Union pa-sage, Bradford 


: Scott, Geo, Chacombe, Northampton, Beer Retailer, April 24 at ll, at 


offi. e of Crosby, High st, Banbury 


| Sileock, Wm, High Holborn, Tailor. April 24 at 3, at office of Grout, 


Suffolk lane, Cannon si 


| Slater, Philip, Bristol, Journeyman Brickmaker. April 24 at 1?, at o‘fice 


of Langworthy, Bristol chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Smart, Wm, Upper Easton, Gloucester, Butcher. April 22 at 2, at offize 
of Beckingham, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 

Smith, Wm, Hastings, Sussex, Baker. April 24 at 2, at office of Lang- 
ham & Son, Robertson st, Hastings 

Softley, Jolin Jas, Southsea, Hants, Draper. April 25 at 4, at offices of 
King, Union st, Portsea 

Staines, Hy Gipson, Chipping Ongar, Essex, Grozer. April 22 at 12, at 
offices of Brown, Basingha!l st, Smith 

Stead, ty, Thirs'c, York, Innkeeper. April 2s at 11, at the Old Three 
Tans inn, Thirsk. Waisiell, Northallerton 

Tauner, Fredk Solomon, Cielvenham, Gloucester, Carpenter. April 15 
at 12, at Northfield House, North pl, Cheltenham. Potter 

Thompson, John, Lpool, Cart Owner. April 26 at 2, at offices of Bell- 
ringer, North John st, Lpool 

Thotapson, Sami Richd, Shoreditch, Woollen Draper, April 29 at 11, at 
the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Holmes, Threadnecdle st 

Thornett, Jabez John, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Upholste er. April 18 
ut 4,at Townsey’s, Holywell lane, Shoreditch. Turner, Copthall bidgs, 
Throgmorton st 

Turvey, Edwd, Sheffield, Tailor’s Manager, Adril 25 at 12, at offices of 
Auty, Queen st, Sheffield 

Weston, Geo. Reading, Berks, Journeyinan Carpenter. April 27 at 10, 
at office of Padmore, Coleman st 

Whisker, Bodham Butler, Wellington rd, Kensal grean, Farrier. April 
19 at é, at offices of Cripps, Kensington Park rd, Notting hill. Fenton, 
Basinghall st 

Turspay, April 16, 1872, 

Ackroyd, Wm Newton, Gildersome, York, Rag Merchant. April 24 at 
2, at offives of Simpson, Albion st, Leeds 

Allen, Wm, Wakefield, York, Corn Dealar. April 26 at 11, at offices o f 
Fernandes & Gill, Cross eq, Wakefield 
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Allin, Wm Hardstaff, Haslingden, Lancashire, Felt Dealer. April 29 at 
3, at office of Whitehead, Blackourn rd, Accrington 

Alsop, Saml, Bristol, Inspector of Gas Lamps, April 23 at 12, at offices 
of Be Benson & Elletson, Broad st, Bristol 

Astridge, Wm, Westbourne, Sussex, Grocer. April 27 at 2, at offices 
of Edmonds, St James’sst, Porisea. King, Portsea 

Axam, Saml, & Fredk Axam, Camberwell rd, Builders, April 29 at 2, 
at offices of Birchall, Southampton bldgs, Chancery: lane. Harrison, 
Furnival’s inn, Holborn 

Ayton, Abraham Jacob, Warminster, Wilts, out ofemploy. May 1 at 
2, at offices of McCarthy, King st, Frome 

Bancroft, Wm, Derby, Trimming Manufacturer. May 2 at 3, at offices 
of Leech, Fullst Derby 

Banning, Stanley, Lpool, Merchant. 
ringer, North John st, Lpool 

Bloxham, Joseph Stephen, = Tobacconist. 
of Harrison, Edmund st, B 

Boniwell, Rufus Martin, Richmond, Surrey, Auctioneer, April 24 at 
3, at offices of Wood & Hare, Basinghall st 

Borgers, Hy Frank, Panton st, Haymarket, Restaurant Keeper. April 
25 at 2, ut offices of Hillearys & Tunsta!l, Fenchurch bldgs, Fen~ 
church’ st 

Bradshaw, Jae, Tipton, Staffurd, Bootmaker. April 26 at 10, at offices 
of Travis, Lower Church Jane, Tipton 

Brayford, Thos, Stoke-upon-Trent, Baker. April 27 at 11.30, at office of 
Turner, Glebe st, Stoke-upon-Trent 

Cannon, Jas, Caroline st, Eaton sq. aaa Maker. April 25 at 2, at 3, 
Chandos st, West Strand. 

Chambers, John, Nottingham, Tailor. 
Belk, High pavement, Nottingham 

Chambers, Robt, Fenstanton, Huntingdon, Saddler. 
offices of Gaches, Market pl, Peterboroigh 

Churchward, John Gilbert, Paignton, Devon, Corn Merchant. 
29 at 2, at offices of Carter, Torquay 

Clare, Rev Geo Thos, Bainton, York, April 26 at 2, 
Gt Driffield 

Clarkson, Jas, Bradford, York, Comm Agent. 
Hutchinson, Piccadilly chambers, Viccadilly 

Cock, John Pope. Truro, Cornwall, Grocer. April 29 at 1!, at offices of 
Carlyon & Paull, Quay st, Truro 

Coe, Jas, Manch, Fish Dealer. April 29 at 3, at offices of Murray, King 
st, Manch 

Crisp, Jas, Beccles, Suffolk, Auctioneer. 
Hotel, Gt Yarmouth. Kent & Co 

Crossley, Jas, Wm, Wakefield, York, Dyer. May | at 2.30, at the Royal 
Hotel, Wood st, Wakefield. * Lancaster, Bradford 

Curr, John David, Radcliffe , nr Bury, Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturer. 
April 29 at 3, at offices of Hardings & Co, Princess st, Manch 

Cutts, Joseph, Staveley, Derby, House Painter. April 29 at 3, atoffices 
of Parkin, North Church st, Sheffield 

Davenport, John, Shevington, Lancashire, Provision Dealer, April 29 
at 3, at offices of Leigh & Ellis, Commercial yd, Wigan 

Davies, Elias, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Draper. April 27 at 11, at offices 
of Hughes & Son,-North parade, Aberystwith 

Davis, Barnard, Bedford, Butcher. April 27 at 4, at office of Conquest, 
Duke st, Bedford 

Dickenson, Mary, Burslem, Stafford, Fishmonger. 
offices of Tennant, Hanley 

Edwards, Alex, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan Grocer. April 29 at I, at office 
ot Bedoe, Canon st, Aberdare 

Evans, Richard Baugh, Newport, Monmouth, Draper. 
at offices of Barnard & Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. 
Bristol 

Featherstone, Richard Mudon, Flint st, Girand st, Upper North st, 
Poplar, Grocer. April 30 at 3, at offices of Pelham, Arbour sq, 
Stepney 

Fitch, Wm, Old Fish st, Stationer. April 22 at 3, at offic:s of Thwaites, 
Basinghall st. Dobie, Basinghall st 

Goodall, John Edwd, Myddelton st, Clerkenwell, Chemist. 
3, at “offices of Lewis, Hatton garden, Holborn 

Haddock, Joseph, Birm, Greengrocer. April 24 at 3, at office of East, 
Colmore row, Birm 

Hammer, Edwin, Manch, Timber Merchant. 
Hardy, St James’s sq, Manch 

Hill, Timothy, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Auctioneer. 
at ‘offices of Dallow, Queen sq, Wolverhampton. 

Hodgson, Wm Bowman, Carnforth, L I Sh May | at 
11, at the Queen’s Hotel, Carnforth. Pearson, Kirkby aechaie” 

Holdway, Owen, Woolwich, Kent, Confectioner. April 24 at 3, at offices 
of Maniere, Gray’s inn sq 

Holmes, Jane, Manch, F!our Dealer. 
Elliott, Brown st, Manch 

Holmes, John Adams, Cardiff, Ship Chandler. April 27 at 1, at offices 
of Barnard & Co, Small st, Bristol. Ingledew & Ince 

Hooper, Wm, Stamford bridge, York, Shaft Maker. April 30 at 10, at 
offices of Crumbie, Stonegate, York 

Hopkins, Wm, Marston Bigott, Somerset, Miller. May 4 at 2, at 2, 
North parade. McCarthy, Frome 

Hyde, Jas, Lpool, Tailor, April 30 at 2, at offices of Evans & Lockett, 
Lord st, Lpool 

Jarman, Edwd, Bridgwater, Somerset, Stone Mason. April 29 at 12, 
at offices of Reed & Cook, Bridgwater 

Johnstone, Wm, Brighton, ‘Sussex, Marine Store Dealer. 
at offices of Mills, Fond st, Brighton 

Ker, Jemima, Birm, Boot Dealer. April 26 at 11, at offices of Duke, 
Christ Church passage, Birm 

Kimpton, Geo, Hampden rd, Upper Holloway, Bookseller's Assistant. 
May 2 at 3, at offices of Mott, Paternoster row 

Langley, Wm, Coventry, Architect. May 3 at 3, at the Craven Arms 
Hotel, Coventry. Overell, Leamington Priors 

Levy, Mark, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Plumber, April $0 at 2, at 
offices of Lewis, Chea; ide 

Lockwood, Richd, Kirkburton, York, Tailor. May 2 at 3, at offices of 
Sykes, Market Walk, Huddersfield 

. Jas, Nechelis, nr Birm, Wire Manufacturer. April 30 at 12, at 

offices of Beale & Co, Waterloo st, Birm 

Lunt, John, Edgbaston, Birm, Machinist. April 26 at 12, at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birm 


April 29 at 2, at offices of Bell- 
April 26 at 2, at offices 


April 29 at Il, at offices of 
May 2 at 12, at 
April 
at office of Jennings, 


May 1 at 3, at offices of 


April 26 at 11, at the Star 


April 29 at 3, at 


April 29 at 1, 


Press & Inskip, 


April 25 at 


April 29 at 3, at offices of 


April 29 at 12, 


ker. 





April 26 at 3, at office of Sutton & 


May 2atl, 





Lyon, Geo, Lpool, Publican. April 25 at 11, at office of Wright & Co, 
Water st, Lpool 

Matyear, ere Speen st, Battersea, out of business. April 30 at 11, 
at office of pton st, Strand. Eldred & Andrew, Gt 
James st, Bedford row 

Meadows, Thos, Barton-on-the-Water, Gloucester, Carpenter. April 29 
at 4, at the Wellington Inn, Burton-on-the-Water. Brookes, Stow- 
on-the- Wold 

Morgan, Wm, Bristol, Boot Maker. 
Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Oliver, Joseph Robson, Sanderland, Darham, Butcher. 
offices of Faircloughs, Norfolk st, Sunderland 

Partington, Jas, Sandbach, Cheshire, Innkeeper. April 80 at 2, at offices 
of Latham & Bygo:t, Market st, Crewe 

Peace, Jozeph, Newton-in-Mackerfield, Lancaster, Farmer, April 25 
at 2, at offices of Davies & Co, Bewsey st,Warringtoa, in lieu of the 
place origina:ly named; 

Pearson, Thos, Mileham, Norfolk, Bricklayer. April 30 at 2, at the 
King’s Head Inn, East Dereham. Emerson & Sparrow, Norwich 

Penn, John, Stoke Prior, Worcester, Licensed Victua!ler. April 25 at 
3, at office of Crowther, Vicar-street, Kidderminster 

Perkins, Geo, Birm, Fruiterer, April 30 at 12, at office 
Cherry st, birm 

Pudge, Eliz, Bishop’s Froome, Hereford, Widow. May 2 at 11, at office of 
Garrold, Palace-yard, Hereford. 

Purdy, Thos, Rochdale, Lancashire, Warehouseman. 
office of Standring, Yorkshire-st, Rochdale 

Rastrick, Sam], Bradford, York, Joiner. April 29 at 4, at office of Berry, 
Charles-st, Bradford 

Robey, Wm, Ryde, I of W, Hair Dresser. April 29 at 1, at offices of 
Sole & Co, Aldermanbury. Hoop:>r, Newport 

Roe, Robt, Old-st, St Luke’s, Corn Merchant. April 26 at 4, at Mr, 
Higginbottom’s Rooms, Corn Exchange. Mark-lane. Stoker 

Rothwell, John Porritt, & Sarah Ann Whitworth, Rochdale, Woollen 
Manufacturers. April 29 at 3,at the White Swan Inv, Yorkshire-st, 
Rochdale. Standrioyg, jun, Rochdale 

Satchell, John, Lady Somerset-rd, Kentish Town, Comm Agent. 
1 at 2, at office of Stacpoole, 15, Pinner’s-hal!, Old Broad-st 

Schweitzer, Theodor, & Hy Schweitzer, Bristol, Ship Chandlers, April 
26 at 12, at offices ot Henderson & Salmon, Broad-st, Bristol 

Solomon, Solomon, Manch, Tailor. May 2 at 3; at otlices of Heath & 
Sons, Swan st, Manch 

Spink, Jas, Barnstall, York, Shoemaker. 
Paget, Skipton 

Standring, Sam!, Rochdale, Lancashire, Reed Maker. 
office of Standring, Yorkshire st, Rochdale 

Stott, John, Ruchdale, Lancashire, Loom Jobber. April 27 at 3, at office 
of Standring, Yorkshire st, Rochdale 

Thomas, Joseph, Neath, Glamorgan, Draper. 
of Barnard & Co, Small st, Bristol 

Thomas, Thos, Twynybedw, ne Treorki, Glamorgan, Collier. 
27 at 11, at offices of Rosser & Phillips, Cannon st, Aberdare 

Thomson, John, & John Upton, Derby, Engineers. May 2 at 1, at office 
Leech, Full st, Derby 

Underhill, Fredk Nicholas, Topsham, Devon, Bootmaker. 
at offices of Campion, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Wakeham, Thos, & Enoch Wakeham, Oldhury, Worcester, 
April 25 at 12, at offices of Morgan, Waterloo st, Bi-m 

Wallis, Edwd, Garratt lane, Wandsworth, H nse SI aughterer. May 7 
at 2, at the Guildhall Coffee Hoase, Greshain st. Peacock & Goddard, 
South sq, Gray’s inn 

Wallis, Thos, Manch, Hosier. 
Wood, St James’ sq, Manch 

Wild, Thos, Birm, Timber Merchant. 
Hotel, Birm. Pole, Birm 

Williams, John, Penrhyn Hospital, Carnarvon, Joiner. May 1 at2, at 
the Prince Albert Hotel, High st, Bangor. Williams, Carnarvon 

Williamson, Geo, Burslem, Stafford, Carter. April 26 at 11, at offices 
of Tomkinson, Hanover st, Burslem 

Wilson, Joseph Garnett Harcourt, Market Rasen, Lincoin, Draper. 
April 29 at 11, at the George Hotei, Stamford. Stapleton, Stamford 

Wintield, Robt, Sinfia Moor, Derby, Farmer. May 3 at 3, at offices of 
Heath, Amen alley, Derby 

Winters, Chas, Aston New Town, nr Birm, Gun Action Filer. 
at 3, at offices of Kennedy, Waterloo st, Birm 

Woolaway, John, Bow, Devon, Mason. April 30 at 11, at offices of Friend, 
Queen st, Exeter 

Young, Geo Robt, Gt Driffield, York, Butcher. 
of Jennings, Gt Driftield 





April 27 at 11, at offices of Essery, 
May | at 3, at 
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27 at 11, at offices 


April 


April 2 


May 6 at 11, 


Millers. 


April 30 at 3, at offices of Norris & 


April 26 at 12, at the Gt Western 
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April 26 at 11, at offices 
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BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


TO HER MAJESTY, THE LORD CHANCELLOR, THE JUDGES, CLERGY, ETC. 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE, 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
HEENx GREEN (many years with the late George 
Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of — years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &., 


and hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B One copy of advertise- 
ment only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured, 
Officially stamped forms for advertisements and file of “ London 
Gazette ” kept. 
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476 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. April 20, 1872. 








The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notiee. 


The BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches, Com- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
ASH & FLINT, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet, 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 











Be Just padlished, in post 8vo, price 4s. 6d. cloth, 
NDULGENCES, SACRAMENTAL ABSOLU- 
TIONS, and the TAX-TABLES of the ROMAN CHANCERY and 
PENITENTIARY, considered in Reply to the Charge of Venality. By 
the Rev. T. L. Gazen, D.D. 
London : Lonemans, Gaeen & Co., Paternoster-row. 


HE LAW and PRACTICE of JOINT-STOCK 
COMPANIES, including Winding-up ; with fuil Instructions for 
the Formation and.Conduct of Companies. Seventh edition. By Mr. 
Serjt. Cox and Caartes 0’ Matter, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Price 21s, 
“ Law Times” Office, 10, Weilington-strect, Strand. 


—— - 








THE NEW AOT ON BUILDING SOCIETIES. 
Now ready, price Is., 
UIDE to the FORMATION of CO-OPERATIVE 
BUILDING and LAND SOCIETIES, under the Act of 1871. By 
ArTuvr Scratcairy M.A. This Act gives Societies privileges of the 
most importat ecbaracter. 
Layton’s, 150, Fleet-street, London. 
f ne NORTH MIDDLESEX CHRONICLE 
is the recognised Organ for all the Northern Suburbs of London, 
HAVING ALSO A LARGE CIRCULATION IN CLERKENWELL, ISLINGTON, AND 
ST. PANCRAS, 
It is therefcre the proper medium for all Statutory and other Legal 
Notices for the Districts. 
Publishing Office, 125, Fleet-street 
(Where all Advertisements should be sent). 





Now ready, the Seeond Edition of 


RACROFT’S INVESTORS’ RECORD of PUR- 
CHASES and SALES, with CALCULATIONS Adapted tc 
Every Investment. An additional portion especially adapted for the 
Legal Profession, containing Forms of Entry fur Freehold and Copyhold 
Property; Leasehold, Let and Held; Mortgages, Held and Effected ; 
Insurances; Bilis and Promissory Notes; Moneys Advanced or 
Borrowed, 

“ The object of this Memorandum Book is to enable every Investor to 
keep a systematic Record, producible in a Court of Law, of every in- 
vestment transaction entered into. No such record was in existence 
previous to the first edition. 


"Hygena S CONSOL DIAGRAM, showing the 
~ Highest and Lowest Prices of Three per Cent. Consols each year 
frum the French Revolution of 1789 to the Franco-German War of 1870, 
with the Growth and Decline cf the National Funded Debt of Great 
Britain; the Yearly Average of the Bank Rate of Discount, and Tabu- 
lated Statement of the Principal Events Affecting the Prices of Stocks. 

“Diagrams are sometimes not very simple, but the present one is 
ciearness itself—is an interesting commentary on English history for 
the period in question.”—-Economist, 

Price 2s. ; or, mounted on roller, 3s, 6d. 


get ie BANK DIVIDEND CHART, 
1870-71.— Showing the Half-yearly Rates of Dividend declared by 
over One Hundred and SiztyJoint Stock Banks, United Kingdom and 
Colonial; with Nominal and Paid-up Capital, Number and Amount 
Paid of Shares, Date of Payment of Dividends, Reserve Fund, Liabilities, 
Market Price of Shares, January, 1871, and Yield per cent. on Purchase 
Price. Price 2s, 6d.; or, mounted on roller, 10s. 6d. 
London: Errincnam W1xsom, Publisher, Royal Exchange. 
BERNARD CRACKOFT, Sworn Broker, 5, Austin-friars, E.C. 


XECUTORS and TRUSTEES, haying SILVER, 
PLATE, WATCHES, Jewellery, China, Glass, Paintings, 
Bronzes, Books, Wearing Apparel. Merchandise, ‘I'rade Stocks, &c., &c,, 
to DISPOSE OF, will find the “ West-end Auction Mart” the best 
tmediam for realising, it being centrally situated, and replete with every 
convenience for the better display of property. Advances prior to sales 
Vainations made for ail purposes —W. HicxinsotHam & Sona, Pre- 
prietors, 4 and 9, Upper St. Martin’s-lane, W.C. 
DVERTISEMENTS for the ‘‘ London Gazette,” 
“ Times,” c.—CiirvorD & Powter, 4a, Middle Temple-lane, 
E.C., News and Advertiving Agents to the Honourable Societies of the 
Inner and Middie Temple, the Law Institution, Royal National Lifeboat 


Institation, Metropolis Koads Commissioners, &e. 


ATIONAL INSTITUTION for DISEASES of 

the SKIN. PuYerctas—Dr, BARR MEADOWS, Patients 

artend at 227, Gray’s-inn-road, King’s cross, on Mondays and Thursdays, 

and at 10, Mitre~street, Aldgate, on Wednesdays and Fridays ; morning 

at 16, evening from 6 till 9. Average namber of cases under treatment, 
1,000 weeny. THOMAS ROBINSON, Hon, See, 








STATE AGENCY.—A Gentleman, by profession. 
a Land Agent, will be glad to undertake the Management of a 
Landed Estate for a London firm of solicitors or otherwise, who may be 
desirous of making such an ar t. Unexceptionabdle refe s 
as to business qualifications, &c.—Address, in the first instance, to H. D., 
care of C, G. Vincent, Esq., Solicitor, Ryde, Isle of Wight. N.B.—The 
Advertiser would not object to a Resident Agency. 


het REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
ae SOCIETY, 10, LANCASTER-PLACE, STRAND, 
Established 1835. Capital paid-up, £480,000. 
This Society purchases reversionary property and life interests, and 
grauts loans on these securities. 
Forms of proposal may be obtained at the office. 
F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
C, H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries, 


\ AUKENPHAST AND CO, 
Celebrated Easy Fitting and First Class 

BOOTS for WALKING, SHOOTING, DANCING, PARADE & PARK, 
Always ready, well seasoned for immediate wear. 

These Boots are worn by Noblemen, Gentlemen, Clergymen, Mer- 
chants, Manufacturers, Lawyers, Doctors, Farmers, and every class of 
well-to-do people all over the country, the United States, Canada, 
India, &c. 














AGENTS EVERYWHEBE. 
10, PALL MALL EAST, LONDON, S.W. 





HE NEW BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Is only a few minutes’ walk from 


ARRB’S, 2 6 4, STRAN D— 
Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d., or with Soup 
or Fish, 2s. and 23. 6d. “if I desire a substantial dinner off the joint, 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap and 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in ths Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shiilings a bottle, or you may be supplied 
with half a bottle for a shilling.”—All the Year Round, June Is, 1864, 
page 440. 
The new Hall lately added is «ne of the handsomest dining-rooms in 
London. Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., ls. 6d. 


IEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 


Most convenient, economical, and fine-flavoured stock for Beef 

Tea (about 24d. a pint), Soups, Sances, and made dishe-, costing hardiy 
more than one-fourth of what it would when made of fresh meat; keeps 
good for any time even after jars being opened. . Ilb. jars recommended, 
being relatively the cheapest size. 

Now permanently nsed in most households in town and country. 

Cavtion.—Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT, being the only 
sort warranted Genuine and Perfect Baron Liebig, the Inventor, by 
requiring his Signature on every Jar. 








ARPETS.—Dustproof and Washable Carpets are 

preferred by the Barristers of Lincoln’s-inn to all others, both 

for their Chambers and also for their private residences.—Samples and 

Testimonials, &c.,can be had on application to Messrs. Cates & Co, 
57, Belmont-street, London, N.W. 





K AMPTULICON.—For SITTING ROOMS. 
For Halls and Passages, 
For Nurseries and Washstands. 
For Billiard and Toilet Mats. 
Plain, and in the choicest designs. 


[XP Rupee DOOR MATS. 





GpARDEN ‘HOSE.—For Flower Gardens, in 60 
feet lengths, with Brass fittings. 


[°4 Rupee WATERPROOF COATS. 





VW HIOLESALE AND RETAIL. 





att RUBBER and KAMPTULICON 
COMPANY, 32, Cannon-stneet, E.C, 





OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—Entirely New Enter- 
tainments.—A New Version of the Sleeping Beauty, by Mr. 
George Buckland, assisted by Miss Alice Barth and Miss Florence 
Hunter. Splendid scenery and dissolving views—Lecsure, by Mr. J. L. 
King, on Mont Cenis and its Tunnel—Musieal Entertainment by the 
Cremona Family on Twenty Instruments, in costumes of various na 
tions —New Mystical Sketch, entitled Meddling with Magic : introduc- 
ing, with many other Illusions, the famous Polytechnic Ghost—Tho 
African Conjaror, Alexander Osmann—The new Violin Piano, and a 
thousand other Entertaiaments—Open twice daily at 12 and 7—Admis- 
sion Is. Manager, Mr. R. fF. Chapman. 
CHOOL BOARD FOR LONDON.—The Papers 
issued by the Board can be had ny onpun of 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTARS TO THE LONDON SOHOOL BOARD, 
Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 





